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Abstract 
Heritage sites are seen as ideal visitor attractions because they encompass place uniqueness, 
explain the history of places, evoke past lifestyles, and provide an opportunity to experience 
the environment. The consumption of heritage tourism experiences occurs in a wide variety 
of settings and contexts. Thus, such sites are attractive to visitors from different cultural 
backgrounds, as well as to visitors who are part of the same cultural environment in which 
the site is located. Furthermore, while the importance of experiential facets of touristic 
activities at heritage sites is being increasingly recognised, not all experiences are alike. 
Research has progressively suggested that experiences within touristic settings are ‘co-
created’, that is, there is an interaction between elements of the site and what visitors bring 
with them in terms of previous experiences, knowledge, and motives. Hence, the designs of 
experiences should respond to visitors’ preferences.  
The socio-demographic changes in various part of the globe enable more people to travel. 
This is reflected in the diversity of visitors’ cultural backgrounds at heritage sites. 
Nonetheless, the provision of interpretive experiences at heritage sites is predominantly based 
on understanding Western visitors’ interests, and perceptions, and such principles might not 
be appropriate for visitors from non-Western cultural backgrounds. In order to facilitate 
meaningful touristic experiences at heritage sites for a mixed audience, it is imperative that 
research explores the similarities and differences between cultural groups in terms of visitors’ 
reasons for visiting, expectations, preferences, perceptions of experiences and interpretation 
practices at heritage sites.  
This study was designed to address three aims: (1) explore similarities and differences 
between Arab and Western visitors’ reasons for visiting, expectations, preferences and 
perceptions in relation to on-site experiences and interpretation at an Arab heritage site; (2) 
identify the interpretive needs of the two cultural groups using Importance-Performance 
Analysis; and (3) develop guidelines for interpretive practices at Arab heritage sites.  
In order to address the study’s aims, this research adopted a survey research design. Visitors 
at Nizwa Fort in the Sultanate of Oman were invited to participate by completing a pre-visit 
questionnaire, and the same respondents were invited to participate in a post-visit survey. A 
total number of 612 completed questionnaires (matched pre and post) were collected from the 
two groups, that is, 304 questionnaire from Arabs and 308 from Westerners. The 
questionnaire comprised both close-ended and open-ended questions, and was administered 
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in English and Arabic. Close-ended responses were subjected to statistical analysis to explore 
similarities and differences between visitors’ cultural groups reasons for visiting, 
expectations, preferences, and perceptions. Further, responses from each group were graphed 
on an importance-performance matrix to explore similarities and differences between 
Westerners and Arabs. Open-end responses were analysed using emergent themes procedure.  
The results suggest that visitors to Arab heritage sites were primarily driven to visit the site 
by learning and enjoyment reasons. The results also show that, prior to their visit, visitors had 
clear expectations in relation to on-site experiences, that is, they expected to have cognitive, 
affective, and sensory experiences. The post-visit survey shows that while visitors perceived 
that their experiences were informative, they suggested further enhancement of the current 
interpretive practices at the heritage site.  
The findings suggest that there are differences between the two groups in relation to reasons 
for visiting, expectations, preferences, and post-visit perceptions. Westerners, as outsiders, 
were primarily driven by learning and discovery; in addition, their expectations and 
preferences revolved around learning experiences. They also found their visit to be 
informative, with their comments directed toward enhancing the existing learning 
experiences at the site.  
The results suggest that while enjoyment was the main reason for Arab visitors to visit the 
site, they also attached high importance to other motivation factors. Further, open-ended 
responses reveal that Arab parents, as insiders, had a familial obligation to visit the heritage 
site to show and pass on ancestral achievement to the younger generations. Distinctively, the 
data suggests that Arabs sought experiences that promoted feelings of pride and belonging in 
their own heritage. In relation to methods of interpretation, the findings suggest that the Arab 
visitors preferred oral interpretation methods. Findings from close-ended and open-ended 
questions were synthesised and led to the development of eight guidelines to enhance 
interpretive experiences provision at Arab heritage sites. 
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Chapter 1 Introduction  
1.1 Introduction  
In today’s world, there is a clear increase in demand for heritage tourism (Falk, Ballantyne, Packer, 
& Benckendorff, 2011; McKercher & du Cros, 2002; Timothy, 2007b, 2011; Timothy & Boyd, 
2003). Many researchers have highlighted and explained this increase by pointing to visitors’ 
escalating interest in experiences and learning (Falk et al., 2011; Hall, 2007; Hannabuss, 1999; 
McKercher & du Cros, 2002). Heritage sites are seen as ideal visitor attractions because they 
encompass place uniqueness, explain the history of place, evoke past lifestyles, and provide an 
opportunity to experience the environment (Boyd, 2002; McKercher, Ho, & du Cros, 2004). Thus, 
such sites are attractive to visitors from different cultural backgrounds, as well as to visitors who are 
part of the same cultural environment in which the site is located. Because heritage sites provide a 
range of experiences and learning opportunities, it is likely that visitors will visit these attractions 
for a variety of reasons. Furthermore, researchers (Ballantyne, 2003; Moscardo, 2003; Xu, Cui, 
Ballantyne, & Packer, 2013) have suggested that there are likely to be differences among visitors 
from different cultural backgrounds in terms of their reasons for visiting and preferences for on-site 
experiences. This study aims to investigate such issues within an Arabic heritage site context. 
This chapter provides an introduction by highlighting the study’s research problems, its aims, and 
the methodological approach. The contribution of the study is presented, and an overview of the 
document’s organisation is provided. 
1.2 Research Problem  
Due to their unique attributes, heritage sites are one of the main tourism products utilised and 
offered to visitors. The World Tourism Organization estimates that each year half of all 
international trips involve visiting heritage sites (UNWTO, 2006, cited in Timothy, 2007). Early 
research into heritage tourism started by addressing issues such as sustainable management for 
heritage sites (Timothy, 2007c) and visitors’ overall satisfaction (Prentice, 1993). More recently, 
researchers have investigated experiences and benefits derived from visiting heritage sites. While 
these studies were predominantly conducted within a Western context (Beeho & Prentice, 1997; 
McIntosh, 1999; Prentice, Witt, & Hamer, 1998; Willson & McIntosh, 2007), new tourism markets 
have now emerged. Thus, it is important to move beyond Western-centric perspectives and to 
conduct further research on visitors’ heritage tourism experiences (Moscardo, 2003; Xu et al., 
2013).  
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The socioeconomic changes in various areas of the world have led to the emergence of new travel 
markets. For example, the travel market in the Middle East is increasing rapidly (World Tourism 
Organization, 2012)
1
. Indeed, research conducted by the World Travel Tourism Council indicates 
that the generation of overall export income by inbound travel in this region was 5.6% (USD70.1 
billion) of total exports in 2011, and is expected to grow by 3.7% per annum until 2022 (World 
Travel & Tourism Council, 2012).  
Additionally, the World Tourism Organization indicates that Arab countries are amongst the fastest 
growing tourism markets in the world (UNWTO, 2012). To illustrate, in 2010 the outbound travel 
of this region was 36.2 million compared with 8.2 million in 1990, and is expected to reach 68.5 
million by 2020. This indicates that Arab countries have achieved the highest average annual 
growth rate in the world of 9.9% in terms of tourist generating regions (European Travel 
Commission and World Tourism Organization, 2012; World Tourism Organization, 2000). The 
share of intra-regional arrivals among Arab countries increased to 75% in 2010 compared to 66% in 
1995 (European Travel Commission and World Tourism Organization, 2012). Besides the increase 
in intra-regional arrivals, Western arrivals have also been increasing. Total arrivals from Europe are 
expected to reach 21.5 million by 2020 and are expected to become the second important source 
market for Arab countries after the intra-regional market.  
While heritage tourism is considered to be a major tourism product, research on visitors’ reasons to 
visit heritage sites is limited (McKercher, 2002; Poria, Reichel, & Biran, 2006b), and even more so 
in non-Western environments. This is surprising, as we know that heritage sites are considered to be 
a major offering in non-Western environments, with heritage sites providing a competitive 
advantage for many emerging tourism markets such as China (Li, Wu, & Cai, 2008) and the Arab 
countries (Daher, 2007; Turner, 2009; World Tourism Organization, 2000). Given this, researchers 
have called for further studies to expand our understanding of visitors’ motivations for visiting 
heritage sites (Poria et al., 2006b), as well as visitors’ motivations for visiting heritage sites in less 
researched environments (McKercher, 2002).  
The notion of an ‘experience economy’ (Pine & Gilmore, 1999) postulates that experiences are 
becoming a predominantly economic offering, in that visitors are actively seeking meaningful 
experiences. Thus, interpretive experiences at heritage sites need to be designed to meet visitors’ 
reasons for visiting, interests, and expectations. It is hoped that this will then boost visitor 
                                                            
1 United Nation World Tourism Organization defined the Middle East as comprising 14 Arabic countries. 
These countries are Bahrain, Egypt, Iraq, Jordan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Libya, Oman, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, 
Syrian Arab Republic, United Arab Emirates, Yemen, and Palestine as observer. Thus, from this point 
onwards the term ‘Arab World’ will be used in this document.   
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satisfaction, increase the likelihood of positive word-of-mouth recommendations, and lead to an 
increase in visitation and appreciation of heritage sites. An understanding of visitors’ reasons for 
visiting, interests, and expectations will therefore have important implications for the long-term 
viability of heritage tourism products.  
Literature indicates that the current practices of providing on-site experiences and interpretation are 
predominantly based on Western principles (Xu et al., 2013; Moscardo, 2003); however, such 
principles might not be appropriate for visitors from non-Western cultural backgrounds. With the 
emergence of new and different cultural tourism markets, including domestic markets in various 
regions of the world, researchers have called for further research to understand visitors to these new 
markets (Ballantyne, 1998; Moscardo, 2003). Indeed, recent research on visitors’ on-site 
experiences and interpretation preferences has shown that visitors from different cultural 
backgrounds exhibit different preferences for on-site experiences and interpretation approaches. For 
example, Xu et al. (2013) explored the appropriateness of current interpretation approaches at 
Danxia Shan National Natural Reserve and Geo-Park in China in meeting the needs of Chinese 
visitors. Their results show that the current scientific approach to presenting information is limited 
in addressing the preferences of Chinese visitors. Accordingly, they have called for more culturally 
appropriate provision of on-site experiences and interpretation.  
Despite the fact that heritage sites attract international visitors as well as visitors from the same 
cultural environments as the sites, few studies have been designed to investigate similarities and 
differences between the two cultural groups in relation to their interests in interpretive experiences. 
Two theoretical models identified in the literature have suggested the possibility of differences in 
the way that insiders might experience a place compared with outsiders (Relph, 1976, 1983; 
Timothy, 1996). Further, a study that examined apartheid interpretation practices in a South African 
museum has suggested that local visitors (insiders) sought different interpretive content compared 
to international visitors (outsiders) (Ballantyne, 2003). Thus, this current study informs heritage 
tourism literature by providing theoretical perspectives on similarities and differences between 
insiders and outsiders’ reasons for visiting, as well as their respective expectations and perceptions 
of interpretive experiences at heritage sites.  
Researchers have highlighted the shortfall in our understanding of visitors’ reasons for visiting, 
expectations, preferences for experiences, and interpretation at heritage sites, and there has been 
even less research regarding non-Western visitors (Xu et al., 2013; Moscardo, 2003; Poria et al., 
2006b; McKercher, 2002). Additionally, as pointed out above, related literature on visitors’ 
experience and interpretation has suggested that it is likely that visitors from different cultural 
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backgrounds will have different interests when visiting heritage sites. However, there appear to be 
few studies designed to explore possible differences.  
An investigation of this issue might highlight fundamental changes that could be made to 
interpretive principles and guidelines that are currently used to design visitors’ experiences at 
heritage sites. Further, it will broaden our understanding of different cultural perceptions of 
interpretation delivered at an Arab heritage site that will, in turn, inform practices at these sites. 
Accordingly, this research has been undertaken in order to investigate Arab and Western visitors’ 
reasons for visiting, expectations, and interpretive preferences, and how these can inform the 
delivery of on-site experiences. By understanding the similarities and differences between Arab and 
Western visitors, interpretive services for both can be improved.  
1.3 Significance of this study 
Although the importance of heritage sites as tourism products has been regularly addressed in the 
literature, research on visitors’ reasons for visiting and experiences at Arab heritage sites remains 
limited. This study contributes to current literature by extending understanding of Arab and 
international visitors’ reasons for visiting, expectations, and preferences for experiences and 
interpretation at an Arab heritage site. In particular, it adds to our understanding of similarities and 
differences between ‘insider’ and ‘outsider’ perspectives in relation to their respective reasons for 
visiting, preferences, and perceptions of their on-site experiences. Thereby, it facilitates the 
provision of culturally appropriate interpretive experiences that meet the needs and preferences of 
different cultural groups.  
In response to calls from McKercher (2002), and Poria et al. (2006b) to extend our understanding of 
why visitors participate in heritage tourism activities, this study adds to our understanding of 
heritage tourism reasons for visiting. It is one the first studies to explore visitor reasons for visiting 
an Arab heritage site, and the first study of its kind within the Arabic Peninsula. Further, it 
augments a growing discussion on understanding visitors’ priorities when visiting informal learning 
sites (Packer, 2004, 2006a). Quotes extracted from open-ended questions together with quantitative 
findings suggest that learning and enjoyment are complementary, that is, visitors enjoy learning 
experiences. In addition, this study adds to our understanding of familial obligation as a driver of 
visitation for Arabs. Arab parents bring their children and other family members to visit and 
experience their heritage and ancestors’ achievements. Hence, heritage tourism plays an important 
role in helping Arab parents to ‘pass on’ heritage knowledge to the younger generation. 
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This study supports the contention that interpretation plays an important role in determining the 
nature of on-site experiences at heritage sites. As indicated by Xu et al. (2013), Moscardo (2003), 
and Ballantyne, Hughes, Ding, and Liu (2014), current interpretation and visitors’ experiences are 
largely built using a Western perspective. The current study is among the earliest research to 
empirically and systematically explore cultural differences in relation to visitors’ reasons for 
visiting and preferences for interpretive experiences at non-Western heritage sites. Accordingly, it 
adds theoretically and practically to the development of interpretive experiences such heritage sites.  
First, this study highlights the importance of opportunities to feel/ understand national pride in a 
heritage site. Thus, for visitors from Arab background, interpretive experiences should aim to foster 
pride and identity. The study finds that visitors who might be described as ‘insiders’ were interested 
in feeling pride in their heritage, while visitors who might be described as ‘outsiders’ wanted to 
understand local people’s pride in their heritage. Second, interpretive experiences that provide 
opportunities to engage in ‘hospitality’ practices/ traditions are important at Arab heritage sites. In 
this regard, Arab visitors wanted to experience traditional food that carries symbolic meanings of 
hospitality, while Westerners wanted to experience Arab food traditions to gain insight into the 
culture and way of life. Third, this study provides an understanding of interpretation guidelines to 
accommodate Arab visitors’ interpretation preferences. Arab visitors indicated their preference for 
oral interpretation that ideally is delivered by an attendant. Arabs also preferred anthropocentric 
interpretive content – they wanted to hear stories of events and people connected with the site and 
answers to ‘who’ and ‘how’ questions.  
1.4 Research Purpose and Methodology  
This research will explore similarities and differences between Western and non-Western visitors at 
Arab heritage tourism sites in order to inform recommendations for the design of effective and 
engaging interpretive experiences.  Specifically, this study aims to:  
1. Explore similarities and differences between Arab and Western visitors’ reasons for visiting, 
expectations, preferences and perceptions in relation to on-site experiences and 
interpretation at an Arab heritage site.  
2. Identify the interpretive needs of the two cultural groups using Importance-Performance 
Analysis.  
3. Develop guidelines for interpretive practices at Arab heritage sites. 
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In order to address these aims, this research positions itself within the post-positivism paradigm, as 
philosophically it rejects generalisability of laws of human behaviour that disregard time and 
culture (Neuman, 2011). A survey research design was deemed appropriate for the current study as 
it enabled the researcher to collect quantitative and qualitative data from a larger number of visitors 
(Malhotra, 2007). Drawing upon existing literature (Ballantyne et al., 2014; Falk & Storksdieck, 
2010; Hughes, Bond, & Ballantyne, 2013; Packer, 2006b), two questionnaires were developed and 
administered pre-visit and post-visit. The pre-visit questionnaire was administered to investigate 
visitors’ reasons for visiting heritage sites, as well as expectations of and preferences for on-site 
experiences and interpretation. The post-visit questionnaire was administered to measure 
perceptions of on-site experiences and interpretation, and gather suggestions to improve visitors’ 
on-site heritage experiences. Both versions were translated into Arabic following ‘committee 
parallel procedures’2 (Douglas & Craig, 2007; Harkness, 2003). A pilot study was conducted to 
assure the adequacy of the data collection procedures, check the answerability of the questions, 
check the translation of the Arabic version among actual respondents, and to determine the time for 
completing the survey.  
Statistical analysis methods were used to measure similarities and variations between the two 
cultural groups. Additionally, this study applied importance-performance analysis (IPA), with the 
results to be used to inform researchers and management of particular areas that warrant their 
attention (Martilla & James, 1977). Emergent themes technique procedures (Silverman, 2006; Veal, 
2011) were used to analyse the visitors’ open-ended responses. Findings were synthesised and 
discussed to provide heritage tourism managers with culturally appropriate guidelines for the 
development of experiences and interpretation for Western and Arab visitors at Arab heritage sites.  
1.5 The Context of the Study 
This study was undertaken in The Sultanate of Oman (hereafter referred to as Oman, Figure 1.1). 
Around a decade ago, Oman started promoting itself as a tourism destination for Arabic and 
Western travel markets in order to diversify its income. Oman is an emerging destination that has 
been working to differentiate itself through advancing its competitive advantage in the Arab world 
travel market in terms of the richness of its heritage sites and its political stability (Turner, 2009). 
Tourist arrivals to Oman have been increasing since the Ministry of Tourism was established in 
2004. According to the World Tourism Organization (2012), total tourist arrivals in Oman were 
                                                            
2 A full detail on translation process (including ‘committee parallel procedures’) is presented in Section 
3.4.4.  
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around 1.6 million in 2009 and are expected to reach 3.9 million by 2020 (World Tourism 
Organization, 2000).  
 
Figure ‎1.1: Map of Oman and study site location (Ministry of Tourism., 2015; Worldatlas, 2015) 
Situated in the southeast corner of the Arabian Peninsula, Oman offers a range of heritage sites. 
Forts and castles are an important part of Oman’s heritage assets, and are currently being utilised as 
tourism products to promote the country as a tourism destination. In 2010, forts and castles attracted 
around 201,566 visitors (Ministry of Tourism, 2011; personal communication3). These sites have 
played an important role throughout the history of Oman as they have been used for different 
purposes. Apart from defence, they have been used as administrative and judicial centres (Ministry 
of Information, 2012), and consequently have played critical roles in forming Oman’s society 
throughout the history of the country. According to the Ministry of Information (2012), there are 
over 500 forts, castles, and towers in Oman. The Omani tourism authority understands the potential 
                                                            
3 (Personal communication with A. Al-Balushi, Ministry of Tourism, 06 February, 2012)  
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that such sites can offer to visitors, and thus has started to convert some of these into tourism 
products. As part of this move, in 1999, Oman’s government moved the stewardship of 23 forts and 
castles to its tourism authority in order to enrich the country’s tourism product offering (Ministry of 
Tourism, 2011).  
Nizwa Fort was chosen as the site to gather data for the current study (Figure 1.1). Currently, it is 
among the most visited heritage sites in Oman. The fort is located in the interior region of Oman in 
the town of Nizwa, around 140 km from the capital Muscat. It was built in 1668 by Omani’s people 
as a palace for the Sultan, and is considered to be the biggest fort in the Arabian Peninsula and an 
important part of Oman’s heritage (Ministry of Information, 2012).  
The main travel markets in Oman are Western (Europe and Americas) and Middle Eastern countries 
(World Tourism Organization, 2012). For instance, in 2009, more than half a million visitors visited 
Oman from both Europe and America, and around 300,000 from Middle Eastern countries. In 2009, 
the number of Omani visitors to heritage sites was around 33,000 (Ministry of Tourism, 2011).  
Nizwa Fort presents Omani heritage throughout different periods of its history, with more than 
twenty rooms in the building providing interpretation about the fort, Nizwa town, and its heritage. 
One topic of heritage or history is presented in each room, for example, the routine of daily life and 
the way that people dressed. In addition, rooms such as the store of dried dates, wells, and ablution 
rooms have been kept in their original condition. 
In different areas of the fort, interpretation is provided about the various defence methods used in 
the fort. An exhibition hall on the site presents information (including pictures) on aspects of 
Nizwa’s history and heritage in particular, and Oman in general. For example, in one corner of the 
display hall, there is a presentation of various old historical maps of Oman, and information about 
what has been said about Nizwa town by well-known visitors from different countries. In addition, 
some aspects of Islamic history in Nizwa are displayed, as Nizwa town is considered to be a town 
of knowledge; historically, it was the residence of several schools of Islamic jurisprudence. The 
display hall also includes many rich displays of various traditional Omani crafts, such as 
handcrafting silver, and dyeing textiles. The displays present materials that were used in these crafts 
as well as information about methods of production. 
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1.6 Outline of this Document 
Chapter One provides an overview of the research problem, research aims, methodological 
approach, contribution of this study, and context of the research. Following this, Chapter Two 
provides a literature review that is organised as follows: 
 The concept of heritage tourism is discussed. This includes the development of the concept 
of heritage as well as the growth and importance of the heritage tourism product.  
 A review of literature on visitors’ reasons for visiting heritage tourism is provided. This 
begins with a discussion of different theories of travel motivation, and then examines current 
literature on visitors’ motivations for visiting heritage sites. The need for further research to 
understand visitors’ reasons for visiting heritage sites, especially with regard to Arab 
visitors, is explored. Various models commonly used to understand visitors’ reasons for 
visiting heritage sites are also presented. 
 A review of literature on visitors’ experience is provided. This includes the concepts of 
experience and its dimensions, its importance in tourism studies, and various approaches to 
studying visitors’ experiences, including the insider-outsider model.  
 A review of literature on heritage interpretation discusses the role of interpretation in 
heritage experience provision. Additionally, this section addresses the need for culturally 
appropriate experiences for visitors to heritage sites.  
 The research problem emerging from the literature is identified, and the framework guiding 
the study is presented.  
Chapter Three presents the study’s methodology and implementation processes. The philosophical 
paradigm, research context, research design and procedures are outlined in this chapter.  
Chapter Four presents the findings of this study in four main sections:  
 Respondents’ demographic profile and trip characteristics;  
 Similarities and differences between Western and Arab visitors’ pre-visit reasons for 
visiting, expectations and preferences, and post-visit perceptions in relation to on-site 
experiences and interpretation at Nizwa Fort;   
  Comparisons of pre-visit expectations with post-visit perceptions of the site’s performance 
for the two cultural groups; and 
 Visitors’ reflection on their experience at Nizwa Fort. 
In Chapter Five, findings of the study are discussed. The organisation of this chapter follows the 
study aims. Accordingly, it discusses:  
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 Similarities and differences between Western and Arab visitors; and  
 Guidelines to inform interpretive experiences provision at Arab heritage sites. 
Chapter Six concludes this thesis by discussing implications of research findings for the 
development of visitors’ experiences at Arab heritage sites, presenting limitations of the study and 
envisioning further research.  
1.7 Relevant Key Definitions: 
 Heritage: ‘heritage is not simply the past, but modern-day use of elements of the past. 
Whether tangible or intangible, cultural or natural, it is a part of heritage’ (Timothy & Boyd, 
2003, p. 4).  
 Heritage tourism: ‘heritage tourism encompasses a multitude of motives, resources and 
experiences and is different for every individual and every place’ (Timothy, 2011, p. 4).  
 Experience: Experience is seen as an individual’s subjective response to their visit to a 
setting (Packer, 2012); visitor’s experience is a ‘complex concept with many dimensions, 
influenced by situational (can be related to the site’s attribute or nature of activity) and 
personal variables (motives, previous knowledge scheme) and composed of many 
characteristics’ (den Breejen, 2007, p. 1418). 
 Insider and outsider: Relph (1983, p. 49) argued that ‘[t]o be inside a place is to belong to 
it and to identify with’. Accordingly, Arabs are described as insiders as they are visitors who 
belong and identify with the same cultural environment where the site is located, while 
Westerners, as visitors from outside the environment, are described as outsiders. 
 Interpretation: ‘means of communicating ideas and feelings which help people understand 
more about themselves and their environment’ (Interpretation Australia, 2012). 
11 
 
Chapter 2 Literature Review 
2.0 Overview and Structure of the Chapter 
This chapter discusses literature related to the research problem of this thesis, and starts by 
addressing and discussing literature on heritage tourism (Section 2.1). The factors that drive visitors 
to participate in heritage tourism activities are discussed in Section 2.2. This section also discusses 
models that aim to understand visitors’ reasons for visiting heritage sites. Section 2.3 presents the 
concept of experience and its relation to tourism activities. Section 2.4 discusses literature on 
interpretation guidelines and why visitors from different cultures may want to engage in different 
interpretive experiences. The last section of this chapter summarises issues emerging from the 
literature and sets out the framework for this thesis.  
2.1 Heritage Tourism 
The concept of heritage has attracted much attention over the past few decades and has even been 
described as a ‘buzz word’ (Palmer, 1999, p. 315). This section commences with an exploration of 
the concepts of heritage, and heritage tourism. While it is acknowledged that the concept of heritage 
was developed according to Western-centric perspectives (Vecco, 2010), this section aims to 
highlight the movement towards a more subjective understanding of heritage across different 
cultures. It also addresses the increasing attention being paid in related literature to understanding 
heritage tourism from visitors’ viewpoints.  
2.1.1 Overview of Heritage Concept Development    
West & Ansell (2010) tracked the history of the term ‘heritage’ and chronologically divided it into 
three periods. The first period from the 17th to 18th century is called the ‘enthusiasts’. This period 
was characterised by privileged people trying to acquire antiquarian materials to own and/ or exhibit 
(Smith, 2006; West & Ansell, 2010). The second period emerged in the 19th century and is labelled 
‘the new professionals’. At the beginning of this period, public bodies turned their attention to 
historic buildings. The first successful move was made by the French government in 1837 when it 
began an inventory of heritage; however, there was no clear conservation effort nor tourism plan to 
utilise these heritage sites (Smith, 2004; West & Ansell, 2010). It can be argued that the French 
government’s move towards heritage can be seen in material terms. As part of this movement, in 
1882, the UK government’s Monuments Protection Act allowed government to inspect what have 
been called ‘ancient monuments’ (West & Ansell, 2010).  
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Throughout these first two periods, it appears that the concept of heritage was aligned with material 
inheritance. The third period started after World War II, when international institutions were formed 
to enact regulations to protect different types of heritage representations. In 1946, the United 
Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) became the pioneer 
international body to state that one of its goals was to promote heritage protection worldwide.  
Since World War II, the view of heritage has broadened from ‘tangible’ to include the notion of 
‘intangible’. The distinction between tangible heritage and intangible heritage has attracted 
considerable attention in the literature. Tangible heritage has been used to describe heritage 
representations such as excavations, buildings, fabrics, and/or groups of buildings (Bouchenaki, 
2003; Munjeri, 2004); while intangible heritage refers to ‘customs and oral traditions, music, 
languages, poetry, dance, festivities, religious ceremonies as well as systems of healing, traditional 
knowledge systems and skills connected with the material aspects of culture’ (Bouchenaki, 2003, p. 
1). The development of our understanding of the concept of heritage will be reviewed in the 
following section.  
2.1.2 Defining Heritage 
Defining ‘heritage’ has been an area of debate for years (Palmer, 1999; Timothy, 2007a; Timothy, 
2011). From an international perspective and through UNESCO’s conventions, the meaning of 
heritage and its boundaries have developed. Three terms are commonly used in the relevant 
literature to refer to heritage: archaeological heritage, archaeological resources, and cultural 
resources (Carman, 2000; Smith, 2004, 2008). It should be noted that by the end of the previous 
century and early in the current one, these terms were replaced in Australia by the term ‘cultural 
heritage’ (Smith, 2006). However, although terminologies are different, their underpinning 
principles are similar (Carman, 2000). Table 2.1 provides a chronological view of heritage concept 
development from the viewpoints of international organisations.  
UNESCO’s Venice Charter (1964) is commonly used as a starting point to define tangible heritage 
as well as to guide heritage conservationists (West & Ansell, 2010). This Charter states that heritage 
is important because it is ‘Imbued with a message from the past, the historic monuments of 
generations of people remain to the present day as living witnesses of their age-old traditions’ 
(UNESCO, 1964, p. 1). A historic monument was defined in the same charter as follows: ‘historic 
monument embraces not only the single architectural work but also the urban or rural setting in 
which is found the evidence of a particular civilization, a significant development or a historic 
event. This applies not only to great works of art, but also to more modest works of the past which 
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have acquired cultural significance with the passing of time’ (UNESCO, 1964, p. 1).  Key aspects 
of recent definitions are presented in Table 2.1. 
Table ‎2.1: Chronological heritage concept development 
Developed for this thesis 
Charter Definition 
(ICOMOS, 
1964, p. 1) 
The concept of a historic monument embraces not only the single architectural work 
but also the urban or rural setting in which is found the evidence of a particular 
civilization, a significant development or a historic event. This applies not only to great 
works of art but also to more modest works of the past that have acquired cultural 
significance with the passing of time. 
(UNESCO, 
1972, p. 2) 
Monuments: architectural works, works of monumental sculpture and painting, 
elements or structures of an archaeological nature, inscriptions, cave dwellings and 
combinations of features, which are of outstanding universal value from the point of 
view of history, art or science; 
Sites: works of man or the combined works of nature and man, and areas including 
archaeological sites that are of outstanding universal value from historical, aesthetic, 
ethnological or anthropological points of view. 
(UNESCO, 
1976, p. 21) 
‘Historic and architectural (including vernacular) areas’ shall be taken to mean any 
groups of buildings, structures and open spaces including archaeological and 
paleontological sites, constituting human settlements in an urban or rural environment, 
the cohesion and value of which, from the archaeological, architectural, prehistoric, 
historic, aesthetic or socio-cultural points of view are recognized. 
(ICOMOS, 
1990, p. 2) 
The "archaeological heritage" is that part of the material heritage in respect of which 
archaeological methods provide primary information. It comprises all vestiges of 
human existence and consists of places relating to all manifestations of human activity, 
abandoned structures, and remains of all kinds (including subterranean and underwater 
sites), together with all the portable cultural material associated with them. 
(The Burra 
Charter, 1999, p. 
2) 
Place: means site, area, land, landscape, building or other work, group of buildings or 
other works, and may include components, contents, spaces and views. 
Cultural significance: means aesthetic, historic, scientific, social or spiritual value for 
past, present or future generations. 
Cultural significance: is embodied in the place itself, its fabric, setting, use, 
associations, meanings, records, related places and related objects. 
Fabric means all the physical material of the place including components, fixtures, 
contents, and objects. 
(The Krakow 
Charter, 2000, p. 
5) 
Heritage: Heritage is that complex of man's works in which a community recognises 
its particular and specific values and with which it identifies. Identification and 
specification of heritage is therefore a process related to the choice of values. 
A monument is defined as “a clearly determined entity, the bearer of values, which 
represent a support to memory. In it, memory recognizes the aspects that are pertinent 
to human deeds and thoughts, associated with the historic time-line”  
(ICOMOS, 
2008, p. 2) 
Cultural Heritage Site refers to a place, locality, natural landscape, settlement area, 
architectural complex, archaeological site, or standing structure that is recognized and 
often legally protected as a place of historical and cultural significance.  
Following the Venice Charter (1964), many international and national charters put forward 
definitions of the term ‘heritage’. According to Vecco (2010), the bulk of these charters aimed to: 
 Provide definitions of guidelines and principles for the new tangible heritage conservation 
effort; and 
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 Integrate available safeguarding principles with various governing systems and socio-
economic development (e.g., national charters).  
Our understanding of the term ‘heritage’ has evolved from a focus on tangible aspects to a more 
subjective evaluation of intangible values associated with the heritage resource or site. For example, 
UNESCO’s (1976, p. 21) definition states that historic and architectural buildings also have 
intangible values such as ‘aesthetic or socio-cultural point of view’. Likewise, The Burra Charter 
(1982; 1999, p. 2) proposes that the cultural significance of places can mean ‘aesthetic, historic, 
scientific, social or spiritual value for past, present or future generations’. Furthermore, the Nara 
Document on Authenticity (1994) acknowledges differences in understanding the meaning of the 
term ‘heritage’ across different cultures. Vecco (2010, p. 324) has argued that the movement toward 
‘immateriality and orality’ would lead to an understanding of heritage that ‘can be interpreted as a 
step in the direction of overcoming a Eurocentric perspective of heritage’. Therefore, a normative 
approach in defining ‘heritage’ becomes less preferable; instead, it is ‘the capacity of the object to 
arouse certain values that led the society in question to consider it as heritage and therefore, to a 
further step in which heritage is no longer defined on the basis of its material aspect’ (Vecco, 2010, 
p. 321). In the same vein, Edson (2004, p. 344) argued that the ‘unconditional and objective value 
of a heritage resource is absolute, while that which is heterogeneous and culturally related is 
relative’.  
The increasing importance of recognising heritage extends beyond Western cultures. UNESCO now 
recognises the value of intangible heritage, for instance, in a form of tales and practices of tradition. 
Between 2001and 2005, UNESCO declared 90 forms of cultural expression
4
 in more than 70 
countries as masterpieces of oral and intangible heritage. The importance of each masterpiece was 
acknowledged based on its values to people from inside the culture as being representative of their 
cultural identity.   
Along with international charters and conventions, there have been many attempts by different 
authors to build boundaries for the term ‘heritage’ and to develop definitions of this concept. Xavier 
(2004, p. 302) defined heritage from an economic perspective, in that ‘heritage refers to all the 
monuments, museums, art collections, archives and libraries, including various combinations of the 
above (e.g., protected sectors, historic towns, towns reputed for their monuments and art 
                                                            
4 Cultural expression is the term used in the Masterpieces of the Oral and Intangible Heritage of Humanity 
(UNESCO, 2005). The term refers to five domains: 1. oral expressions and traditions–language is included 
as medium of intangible heritage; 2. arts performance; 3. traditional ritual, festival, and social practices; 4. 
Practices/ knowledge related to universe and nature; and, 5. traditional skill in a particular craft–
craftsmanship.  
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collections, etc.).’ Stubbs and McKee (2007, p. 516) defined heritage as ‘tangible artifacts 
representing a defined time, place, and culture in and of the built environment. These fragile, 
irreplaceable archives belong to humankind’s collective identity and reveal its history, artistic 
mastery, and technological advancement’. Harrison (2010, p. 11) stated that many authors 
commonly define heritage as ‘objects, places and practices that can be formally protected using 
laws and charters’. It can be seen that the common trend is to define heritage as tangible, and as 
areas protected by laws and legislation either nationally or internationally. Timothy and Boyd 
(2003, p. 4) summarised the discussion about the meaning of heritage by stating that: ‘heritage is 
not simply the past, but modern-day use of elements of the past. Whether tangible or intangible, 
cultural or natural, it is a part of heritage’. As their definition summarises the different arguments 
about the concept of heritage and the meanings that can be encompassed within it, this definition 
will be used for the purposes of this study.  
Further, without denying the importance of the above views in defining heritage, the increasing 
demand toward participating in heritage activities may suggest that stakeholders such as visitors 
may have different beliefs and/ or conceptions of what denotes heritage. For example, Edson (2004, 
p. 336) argued that ‘it is possible, or probable, that people simply believe in things (heritage) 
because they want to and need to, and that what they believe in has minimal inherent value and 
limited socio-political or cultural pertinence’ (italics added). If this is true, it is sensible to suggest 
that although there may be an ‘historical’ interpretation of a heritage resource, a community may 
adopt another perspective in viewing their heritage which is likely to arise from their temporal 
cultural circumstances.  
Heritage sites are an area of interest for many stakeholders, and play a particularly important role in 
the tourism industry. The development of definitions of heritage tourism will be discussed in the 
following section.   
2.1.3 Defining Heritage Tourism  
The literature includes various terms to describe the tourism phenomena that relate to heritage 
activities. For instance, cultural tourism and heritage tourism are terms that are often used in the 
industry and in scholarly writings (Timothy, 2011; McKercher and Cros, 2002). McKercher and 
Cros (2002) used the term ‘cultural tourism’ to emphasise that it is a distinctive form of tourism and 
a commercial phenomenon. These authors defined cultural tourism from different perspectives, that 
is, tourism-derived, motivational, aspirational, and operational. From a tourism-derived perspective, 
cultural tourism is considered to be a form of special interest tourism that also includes developing 
and marketing heritage assets for visitors. The motivational perspective places visitors’ motivations 
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at the core of defining cultural tourism, whereas the aspirational perspective places more focus on 
the types of experiences that visitors seek when participating in cultural tourism activities. The 
operational perspective tends to see cultural tourism as being based on the premise that ‘cultural 
tourism includes visits [or participation] to…’ any activities or experiences that are considered to be 
part of heritage (McKercher and Cros, 2002, p. 5). The operational view summarises a common 
criterion included in all other definitional views, that is, visitors’ participation in any heritage-
related activities or experiences.  
Timothy and Boyd (2003) asserted that the term 'heritage tourism' is more inclusive than the term 
‘cultural tourism’. According to these authors, ‘heritage spectrum’ is an overlapping concept that 
includes various heritage landscapes that are natural, rural, cultural, and urban/built. Accordingly, 
heritage tourism seems to be more inclusive by including common characteristics of other types of 
touristic activities such as eco-tourism and/ or cultural tourism. Timothy (2011) claimed that 
heritage tourism provides a wider view within which cultural elements can be encompassed (see 
Figure 2.1). Thus, the term ‘heritage tourism’ will be used throughout this study. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure ‎2.1: Definitions of heritage tourism (Timothy, 
2011, p. 6) 
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Heritage tourism has attracted the attention of many researchers; however, as with the term 
‘heritage’, there is still no clear and concise definition of heritage tourism. Ung and Tze Nagi 
(2010) argued that due to the emergence of various types of heritage tourism, it is hard to 
understand what ‘actually constitutes heritage tourism’ (Ung & Vong, 2010, p. 159). Goh (2010) 
identified several shared characteristics among heritage tourism definitions that include historical 
sites, interaction with historical experience, education and learning significance, and visitor 
motivations. Table 2.2 shows different attempts to define heritage tourism since the late 1980s. 
Table ‎2.2: Heritage Tourism  
Developed for this thesis 
Author Heritage Tourism  
(UNWTO, 
1985: 131 
cited in 
Evangelos, 
2005, p. 7) 
Cultural tourism includes movements of persons for essentially cultural motivations such 
as study tours, performing arts and other cultural tours, travel to festivals and other 
cultural events, visit to sites and monuments, travel to study nature, folklore or art or 
pilgrimages.  
(Tighe, 
1986, p. 
387) 
Cultural tourism is travel undertaken with historic sites, museums, the visual arts, and/or 
the performing arts as significant elements.   
(Ashworth 
& Goodall, 
1990, p. 
162) 
Heritage tourism is an idea compounded of many different emotions, including nostalgia, 
romanticism, aesthetic pleasure and a sense of belonging in time and space. 
(Zeppel & 
Hall, 1991, 
p. 31) 
Cultural tourism is experiential tourism based on being involved in and stimulated by the 
performing arts, visual arts, and festival. 
(Yale, 1997, 
p. 32) 
Heritage tourism is tourism centred on what we have inherited, which can mean anything 
from historic buildings, to art works, to beautiful scenery. 
(Zeppel & 
Hall, 1991, 
p. 31) 
Heritage tourism, whether in the form of visiting preferred landscapes, historic sites, 
buildings or monuments is … experiential tourism in the sense of seeking an encounter 
with nature or feeling part of the history of the place. 
(Prentice, 
1993, p. 3) 
A place’s historic buildings, its landscape and the culture of its inhabitants 
(Peterson, 
1994, p. 
121) 
Heritage tourism: visiting areas which make the visitor think of an earlier time 
(Silberberg, 
1995, p. 
361) 
Visits by persons from outside the host community motivated wholly or in part by 
interest in the historical, artistic, scientific or lifestyle/heritage offerings of a community, 
region, group or institution  
(Poria, 
Butler, & 
Airey, 2001, 
p. 1048) 
Heritage Tourism: A subgroup of tourism, in which the main motivation for visiting a 
site is based on the place’s heritage characteristics according to the tourists’ perception of 
their own heritage 
(McKercher 
& du Cros, 
2002, p. 6) 
Cultural tourism… [visits] including historical tourism, ethnic tourism, arts tourism, 
museum tourism and others  
(Goh, 2010, 
p. 260) 
A visitation to a historical area consisting of activities that provide an historical 
experience with educational value based around consumer motivation 
(Southall & 
Robineson, 
2011, p. 
Visits to and experiences of places of historical importance and significance 
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177) 
(Timothy, 
2011, p. 4) 
Heritage tourism encompasses a multitude of motives, resources and experiences and is 
different from every individual and every place. 
The definitions of heritage tourism above can be seen from two standpoints: descriptive and 
experientially based (Apostolakis, 2003). The descriptive approach defines heritage tourism from a 
tangible view in which heritage is described based on its objects, relics, artifacts, and buildings 
(Apostolakis, 2003). This approach appears to be similar to conservationist or heritage management 
views. Intangible practices of heritage such as traditions, culture, language, impeded meanings and 
dancing are also included within this approach. For instance, Yale (1991, p. 21) defined heritage 
tourism as ‘tourism centred on what we have inherited, which can mean anything from historic 
buildings, to art works, to beautiful scenery’. Another feature of the descriptive approach is the 
distinction between the principal heritage tourism activity of visiting museum and built heritage 
sites and secondary elements such as signage and interpretation which enhance the attractiveness of 
principal heritage activities (Law, 1992).  
On the other hand, the experiential approach defines heritage tourism from a demand view 
(Apostolakis, 2003). This approach takes into account visitors’ motivations, expectations, and 
cognitive and affective perceptions of attractions. Experiential definitions of heritage tourism are 
increasing, which could be attributed to the shift in the heritage tourism industry from being supply 
driven to demand driven.  
Following the experiential approach, Poria and his colleagues (2001) claimed that heritage tourism 
should be defined from visitors’ perceptions and the meanings they ascribe to a heritage site. Poria 
et al. (2001) defined heritage tourism as ‘[a] subgroup of tourism, in which the main motivation for 
visiting a place is based on the heritage characteristics of the place according to the tourists’ 
perception of their own heritage’ (p. 1048). They supported their definition with an empirical study 
conducted at the Wailing Wall in Israel (Poria, Butler, & Airey, 2003), where it was found that 
depending on their heritage, visitors perceived the site differently. Visitors in Poria et al.’s, (2003) 
study were mainly from US (33.6 %), France (7.8%), Germany (5.5%), and South Africa (3.5%). 
However, Garrod and Fyall (2001) argued that this definition was purely demand driven and totally 
ignored supply side viewpoints. Nevertheless, Poria and his colleagues directed our attention to 
considering consumer demand when defining heritage tourism.   
Timothy (2011, p. 4) described heritage tourism thus: ‘heritage tourism encompasses a multitude of 
motives, resources and experiences and is different for every individual and every place’. This 
description will be used in this study because it reinforces that visitors have different experiences 
and reasons to visit heritage sites. Moreover, different types of heritage sites have different appeals 
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to different visitors. The definition also acknowledges the supply view of heritage site by using the 
word ‘resources’.  
2.1.4 Significance of Heritage Tourism  
The variety of heritage tourism products available in a collection of influential papers collated by 
Timothy (2007a; 2007c) may be seen as a reflection of visitors’ different interests and experience 
preferences when visiting a site’s tangible inheritance, or experiencing intangible heritage. For 
example, visitors tend to visit built heritage sites such as industrial heritage, sites of natural or man-
made disasters, and traditional markets. Various reasons drive individuals to participate in heritage 
tourism activities, such as curiosity to see exceptional natural sites (such as rain forests) and man-
made sites (for instance, the pyramids); learning new things (about new cultures or their own 
cultures); and engaging their emotional feelings. Waitt (2000) attributed the increase in heritage 
tourism demand to several influences: increased interest in and awareness of heritage; affluence and 
quest for personal meanings; and availability of leisure time. It has been estimated that around 240 
million international trips include heritage tourism activities (McKercher & du Cros, 2002; 
Richards, 1996). Furthermore, in 2011, 49% (a total of 2.7 million) of all inbound visitors to 
Australia participated in cultural and heritage activities (Tourism &  Transport Forum, 2012). 
Heritage sites are also considered the main attractions for visitors to Oman (Turner, 2009). 
Researchers such as Hall (2007), and McKercher and Cros (2002) believe that this increase in 
demand is due to changes in visitors’ interest from mass tourism to special interest tourism 
products. Furthermore, ‘experiencing heritage has become one of several priorities in the cultural 
motivation to travel’ (Waitt, 2000, p. 838). As places that speak history, old lifestyles, heritage sites 
are commonly found within visitors’ itineraries when visiting a destination (Boyd, 2002; 
McKercher et al., 2004). Heritage tourism, then, is seen to facilitate leisure experiences that 
enhance individuals’ identity through the appreciation of history and culture. It does this by 
fulfilling psychological desires to feel linked with one’s own heritage or the heritage of others 
(Brokensha & Guldberg, 1992; Timothy, 1997; Waitt, 2000).  
A general trend in studying heritage tourism demand is to measure visitors’ overall satisfaction by 
addressing their perceptions of the level of positive attitude adopted by employees towards visitors, 
as well as the pleasantness of amenities (Prentice, 1993). Recently, however, researchers have 
started to investigate issues that are more related to visitors, such as visitors’ perceptions of 
authenticity and their on-site experiences. These issues will be dealt with in the following section. 
Asking visitors to describe their experiences either during or after their visit is important to 
ascertain what occurs on-site; however, to obtain an in-depth understanding of the impact of the 
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whole visit it is also necessary to explore why visitors came to the heritage site in the first place.  In 
other words, what are the reasons driving people to visit heritage sites both in their own countries 
and overseas?  
2.2 Reasons for Visiting Heritage Tourism Sites 
2.2.1 Overview  
Tourism researchers have developed various theories and models to explore why travellers engage 
in travel and touristic activities, with these theories and models enriching our understanding of why 
people travel. Jamal and Lee (2003) classified two main streams of travel motivation: social 
psychological and sociological. The Travel Career Ladder (also known as travel-needs model) 
(Pearce, 1982; Pearce & Lee, 2005), and intrinsic motivation model (Iso-Ahola, 1982) are examples 
of the social psychological. The Travel career Ladder assumes that travellers’ motivations consist of 
five ranks: relaxation needs, safety needs, relationship needs, self-regard and development 
requirements, and self-actualization needs. It suggests that once travellers satisfy lower need levels 
they tend to be motivated by higher needs, that is, an experienced traveller is likely to be motivated 
by belongingness and self-actualization, while unexperienced travellers tend to be motivated by 
relaxation needs (1983). Iso-Ahola (1982) proposed that motivation for tourism and leisure 
activities originates in two dimensions; seek and escape; that is, traveller may seek intrinsic rewards 
or escape from every day routine life. According to Jamal and Lee (2003), these motivation theories 
follow the viewpoint that psychological factors are the drivers behind a person’s travel behaviour. 
However, such theories are criticised for being limited in incorporating social and cultural factors, 
and for devoting their attention to psychological concepts such as human needs, homeostasis, and 
novelty (Jamal & Lee, 2003).  
Theories within the sociological approach, on the other hand, provide a broader social context to 
understand tourists’ motivations to travel (Jamal & Lee, 2003). Push and pull theory (Crompton, 
1979; Dann, 1977) and tourist typology theories (Cohen, 1972, 1979) are considered to be among 
the pioneers in this approach. Push and pull concepts within the tourism context were first proposed 
by Dann (1977) in his paper about anomie, ego-enhancement, and tourism. Anomie refers to 
situations where one feels strange in one’s daily society which creates the need to escape for some 
time, while ego-enhancement refers to personal needs such as interaction with others and/or 
acknowledgements. Cohen (1972) proposed four typologies of tourists in which he tried to explain 
reasons to travel and desired outcomes from travel. In 1979, Cohen expanded his typologies by 
explaining a tourist’s ‘quest for centre’ (here the term ‘centre’ is seen from a spiritual rather than 
geographical view). Although theories within this approach consider a broader social view to 
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understand tourists’ motivations, they are limited in incorporating personal (psychological) 
dimensions. In particular, Jamal and Lee (2003) observed that heritage tourism is an area where 
researchers should consider the impact of social structural factors in understanding visitors’ 
motivations.  
More recently, tourism researchers have started to shift their attention from studying travellers’ 
‘activities’ or ‘patterns’ to exploring tourists’ experiences (Patterson & Pegg, 2010, p. 176), such as 
those in heritage tourism. This change in travel behaviour has prompted some scholars to take a step 
forward by attempting to understand reasons for participating in certain types of activity such as 
heritage tourism, rather than travel in general. Prospective visitors have certain reasons to visit a 
site; thus, knowing what these reasons are should enable management to enhance visitors’ desired 
outcomes from their visit. The next section will review various models and studies that have 
attempted to explain visitors’ reasons for participating in heritage tourism. 
2.2.2 Reasons for Visiting Heritage Tourism sites 
This section discusses various models and studies that explore visitors’ reasons for participating in 
heritage tourism activities.  
2.2.2.1 Models for studying visitors’‎reasons for visiting heritage tourism sites  
A variety of models have been used to understand visitors’ reasons for engaging in heritage tourism 
activities. Two models will be discussed in detail: McKercher’s (2002) model of motivations-
experiences dimensions, and Falk’s (2006) identity-centred model. These two models were 
considered more relevant to the current study as: 1) the two models explore visitors’ reasons for 
visiting heritage site and attempt to provide explanation and justification for differences in relation 
to visitors’ experiences at heritage sites; and, 2) they both point to the possible influence, though 
this was not implicitly discussed, of visitors’ cultural background on reasons to visit.  
The cultural tourist typology 
McKercher (2002) proposed a model to classify cultural heritage visitors. Theoretically the model is 
built upon two dimensions: the extent that cultural motivations contribute to decisions to visit a 
destination, and the level of experience that visitors seek at cultural attractions. This model aims to 
provide a better understanding of the cultural and heritage visitor market, and the role of 
destinations’ cultural heritage products in motivating people to travel to a certain destination. The 
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model also seeks to understand the depth
5
 of experiences that people seek in cultural activities. In 
his model, McKercher defines a cultural tourist as ‘someone who visits, or intends to visit, a 
cultural tourism attraction, art gallery, museum or historic site, attend a performance, or festival, or 
participate in a wide range of other activities at any time during their trip, regardless of their main 
reason for travelling’ (McKercher, 2002, p. 30). This definition encompasses an array of activities 
that people might participate in at a destination, including heritage site visits.  
As mentioned, McKercher (2002) based his model on two concepts: dimension of centrality and 
depth of experience (see Figure 2.2). The centrality dimension refers to ‘primacy of cultural tourism 
in the decision to visit a destination’ (McKercher & du Cros, 2002, p. 140). Tourists might be 
primarily driven to gain cultural or heritage experiences; however, some might have cultural and 
heritage experience as motivations but not as their primary motivations, while others might not have 
pre-planned to visit heritage sites but did visit them once they arrived at their destinations. The 
second dimension is the depth of experience. McKercher and du Cros (2002) pointed out that a 
tourist might demand different types of experiences. Visitors might seek to visit different types of 
heritage sites (for example, historical museum, archaeological site, monument, fort, or castle). 
Furthermore, the level of engagement with the heritage sites tends to be different from one visitor to 
another.    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                            
5 In McKercher’s model, terms such as ‘deep’ and ‘shallow’ are used as descriptors. However, these terms 
are not used to judge whether one type of heritage experience is preferred over another; rather, these terms 
are used to describe various types of experiences that visitors engage in.   
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Figure ‎2.2: Classification of cultural tourists  (McKercher & du Cros, 2002, p. 140) 
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Importance of cultural tourism in the 
decision to visit a destination 
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The model suggests five different types of cultural heritage tourists. Each proposed type differs in 
the level of importance of cultural tourism activities in travel motivations and the depth of 
experience in the activities. As depicted in the table, not all highly culturally motivated tourists will 
seek or gain the same depth of experience in terms of cultural or heritage tourism activities. The 
model suggests five different types of cultural tourist. Each type differs in the level of importance of 
cultural heritage tourism activities in their overall motivation, as well as the depth of their heritage 
experience, as depicted in Table 2.3.  
Table ‎2.3: Cultural tourist characteristics, developed based on McKercher (2002); McKercher and du 
Cros (2002) 
Cultural tourist types  Dimensions Characteristics  
 
The purposeful tourist 
Centrality  Experience   Learning about new culture or heritage 
 Very interested in museums in general, e.g., 
art galleries  
 Tends to visit the lesser-known heritage 
attractions   
 Tends to immerse in local culture, especially 
visiting local markets  
High 
motivation  
Deep 
experience 
The sightseeing cultural 
tourist 
High 
motivation 
Shallow 
experience  
 Learning about new culture or heritage 
 Tends to collect wide range of experiences 
rather than pursuing a specific one in depth  
 Tends to travel widely within the country  
 Prefer sightseeing and is fascinated by 
streetscape  
The casual tourist Modest 
motivation  
Shallow 
experience 
 Cultural reasons do not seem to have major 
role in choosing destination 
 Tends to express characteristics of 
sightseeing and incidental tourists  
 Tends to visit heritage sites and explore the 
region  
The incidental cultural 
tourist  
Low 
motivation  
Shallow 
experience 
 Cultural reasons play little or no influence in 
choosing travel destination 
 Visits convenient heritage and cultural 
attractions with less interest in visiting 
temples and religious sites  
 Tends to exhibit less or no emotional and 
learning interest  
The serendipitous cultural 
tourist 
Low 
motivation 
Deep 
experience 
 Cultural reasons have little or no influence in 
choosing travel destination.  
 Tends to have deep experience similar to 
purposeful tourist segment.  
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In 2002, McKercher tested his model on international visitors using a one-item question for each 
dimension. Data were collected at Hong Kong International Departure Lounge as part of the 
national visitor survey. The respondents were mainly from Western countries (US, Australia, UK) 
and Asia (Chinese Taipei, Mainland China, Singapore). Analysis of the 213 valid questionnaires 
supported the five typologies. However, using only a one-item question to test each dimension is a 
clear limitation (Dillon, Madden, & Firtle, 1994). Thus, McKercher (2002) called for further 
research to enrich our understanding on why visitors’ participate in heritage tourism activities by 
using a more comprehensive set of variables in both dimensions and in other environments using 
respondents from different cultural backgrounds.  
In 2003, McKercher and du Cros tested McKercher’s (2002) model by administering a structured 
questionnaire to international visitors at Hong Kong Airport Departure Lounge. This study was 
designed to overcome the one-item limitation previously acknowledged in McKercher (2002). The 
study targeted international tourists from the same cultural backgrounds targeted in the previous 
study (Western and Asian). Employing semantic differential statements, they used three items to 
measure motivation to participate in Hong Kong’s heritage tourism activities, and four items to 
understand different types of culture-related activities. These items are listed below.  
Motivational items: 
 In general, when I travel internationally, I prefer to:  
o Travel for education and cultural reasons vs. Travel for recreation and fun 
o See travel as a chance to grow personally vs. See travel as an opportunity to relax 
o Have a chance to learn about another’s culture vs. Have a chance to get a closer to 
my family and friends 
Experience items:  
 In general, when I travel internationally, I prefer to: 
o Shop vs. Visit museums 
o Visit a destination’s well known attractions/ sites first vs. Visit out of the way and 
obscure attractions/ sites 
o Wander through local markets vs. Shop at shops selling brand name goods 
o Research the destination in depth before I visit vs. Do no research 
The results from both dimensions support the proposed five types of cultural heritage visitor.  
Additionally, these typologies were tested against cultural backgrounds. This study found that 
visitors from a Western cultural background were similar in their motivations and perceptions of 
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Hong Kong as a heritage and cultural destination, that is, Western visitors saw Hong Kong as being 
richer in terms of heritage and history than did Asian visitors.  
By proposing his model, McKercher (2002) tried to answer the question: ‘who are cultural heritage 
tourists? His model can be seen from a marketing perspective, as it seeks to segment tourists who 
participate in heritage tourism activities. In this regard, the model focuses more on understanding 
the role of cultural heritage activities in a tourist’s decision to choose a particular travel destination. 
In both McKercher’s (2002) study, and McKercher and Cros’s (2003) study the model explored 
visitors’ reasons to travel and whether participating in heritage tourism activities is important in 
comparison with other types of tourism activities such as shopping. Similarly, experience items 
within the model have focused more on exploring tourists’ preferences to participate in heritage 
tourism activities in comparison with other touristic activities such as shopping. Thus, the model 
can provide tourism marketers with a good tool to segment a destinations’ inbound tourism market 
in relation to cultural heritage tourism activities. However, given that the aim of this current study is 
to explore visitors’ reasons for visiting a heritage site, other scales that directly explore visitors’ 
reasons to visit heritage sites appear to be more appropriate to adopt. Furthermore, the model seems 
to be limited in addressing cognitive and affective experiential facets of heritage tourism, when 
such facets of experiences have been found in previous studies to be important in terms of visiting 
heritage settings (Beeho & Prentice, 1997; McIntosh, 1997; McIntosh, 1999). 
Identity-centred approach 
Falk (2006) developed a new approach to investigate visitor motivation at museums and heritage 
sites. He theorised that a visitor’s identity, motivation, and learning are indivisibly entwined. Full 
details of this model were presented by Falk (2009) in his book Identity and the museum visitor 
experience. One’s identity is a central dimension in Falk’s model, that is, the identity that an 
individual might exhibit on the day of visiting a museum has a large impact on the person’s 
motivations and, accordingly, on that person’s experience. Building on previous studies such as 
Packer and Ballantyne (2002), Falk proposed that visitors’ motivation for visiting museums will 
influence the amount of information they get from the museum. For example, a person who visits 
the museum for educational purposes would have a greater interest in learning compared to a person 
who visits the museum for entertainment purposes. In addition, Falk highlighted that each visitor 
has a certain identity before entering the museum that influences his/her satisfaction. These 
identities are influenced by interests, knowledge, opinions, and museum-going experiences, which 
are described as ‘personal context’.  
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Falk’s (2006) model was proposed as a result of a study conducted on the World of Life Exhibition 
in California, USA. A total of 191 respondents were interviewed immediately after their visit to the 
exhibition, with 52 of them being re-interviewed within a period of two years. Many independent 
variables were measured, with their effect on the acquisition of knowledge of topics associated with 
the content of the exhibition as the only dependent variable. Falk clustered the visitors into five 
main categories according to identity-related motivation. These categories are: 
 The explorer: They wanted to learn more, and their visit was for themselves in the first place 
even if they visited the centre with their other social groups such as friends or children. They 
described themselves as science lovers, learners, discoverers, and/or curious people. 
 The facilitator: The purpose of visiting the science centre was not for themselves but rather 
for someone they cared about, such as their children, boyfriend/girlfriend, spouse, or 
individuals visiting with relatives or friends.  
 The professional/hobbyist: Visitors with this visit-specific identity visited the centre for their 
own purposes, because they wanted to enrich their work-knowledge, vocation, or hobby. For 
example, a doctor or a teacher might want to learn how the centre conveys information and 
makes it easy for the visitors to understand, and then translate this information delivery in 
their own field.  
 The experience seeker: most individuals in this category were tourists who were visiting the 
centre mainly for entertainment and experience rather than learning, and had been motivated 
by word-of-mouth to visit the centre. 
 The spiritual pilgrim (in 2009, Falk renamed this segment as ‘rechargers’): the individuals in 
this category were visiting the centre for spiritual reasons; they appreciated science; and saw 
their visit as a refuge from the ‘work-a-day world’ (Falk & Storksdieck, 2010, p. 196). 
Falk found that in some cases a subject might exhibit more than one identity. For example, a visitor 
might be an explorer as well as a facilitator in any given visit. Those who visited the centre mainly 
for their interests (explorers) tended to maintain the knowledge and remember their experience for a 
longer period, whereas those who visited the centre to facilitate someone else’s visit tended to 
forget aspects of knowledge over time. However, individuals who had socially motivated identities, 
such as facilitators and explorers/ facilitators, were more able to remember the people with whom 
they visited the centre and describe their learning experience, compared to the explorers.  
Falk’s (2006) model was utilised by Falk, Heimlich, and Bronnenkant (2008) to understand adult 
visitors’ meaning-making at zoos and aquariums. Their study sought to understand the 
pervasiveness of identity-related motivations as well as the relationship between motivations and 
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changes in visitors’ conservation-related cognition. Random sample of 1,555 pre and post visit 
surveys were collected from two zoos and two aquariums. The survey was supplemented by in-
depth interviews, from the same 1,555 respondents, (n= 153) close to the end of the visit to gain a 
deeper understanding of what motivated each visitor to visit. Seven to eleven months later the 
respondents were contacted to investigate the long-term impact of their visit to the zoo or aquaria. 
Results from this study supported Falk’s identity-related motivation model in that more than half of 
the study’s sample (around 55%) could be designated into one of the five identity-related 
motivations. However, in this study more than 40% of the visitors could not be captured via the 
identity-related model. Falk et al. (2008) argued that in a wider context some visitors had no well-
defined agenda prior to their visit, and this could be a reason. They also argued that the five 
museum identity-related motivations might be too broad and further categorisations might be 
required.  
In 2011, Bond and Falk expanded these five categories to include two additional identity-related 
motivations: 1) respectful pilgrim visitors who intend to visit a cultural heritage site to respect those 
embodied by the site; and 2) affinity seekers who visit a particular site because it speaks to their 
own heritage or personhood (cited in: Falk, 2011).   
The introduction of Falk’s (2006, 2009) identity-related motivation model has attracted the attention 
of many researchers within the spectrum of visitor studies and, in particular, museum visitor studies 
(Dawson & Jensen, 2011; Rowe and Nickels, 2011). As portrayed in Falk’s (2006, 2009) narratives, 
prior knowledge and interests are related to one’s motivation at the time of visiting a cultural 
institution and have a direct influence on visitors’ identity at the time of the visit. Many researchers 
support the approach of identity-related motivation as it encourages a more ‘contextually sensitive 
model’ and challenges a ‘conventional short-term, episodic approach’ within the context of visitors’ 
research (Dawson & Jensen, 2011, p. 128). Furthermore, Falk’s model has enriched the museum 
visitor literature by widening the lens to understand and segment museum audiences by informing 
marketing and service provision.   
The identity-related motivation model can be seen within a psychographic segmentation framework 
(Dawson & Jensen, 2011) in that it replaces commonly used demographic segmentation 
characteristics (described as ‘I’ identities by Falk) with self-reported characteristics and behaviours. 
The lack of demographic factors in the model (Falk’s model) is seen to imply some theoretical 
limitation. For example, Dawson and Jensen (2011) indicated that the rejection of demographical 
impact on visitors’ segmentation limits the model in terms of considering the possible role of 
factors (e.g., sociocultural) in the segmentation processes that are already supported by other areas 
28 
 
of research. Similarly, it was argued that the identity-related model appears to be limited in 
addressing the inextricable relationship between situated identity ('i' identity in Falk model) and 
identity that is often used in social sciences and linked more to personal and social characteristics 
(Rowe & Nickels, 2011), such as cultural background and socioeconomic status. Accordingly, 
Rowe and Nickels (2011) suggested a revised framework that might potentially incorporate other 
work such as Packer and Ballantyne’s (2002) motivations framework in order to overcome its 
instrumental limitation. 
2.2.2.2 Identifying reasons for participating in heritage tourism  
There have been some recent attempts to explore visitors’ reasons for visiting heritage tourism sites. 
Chen (1998) examined the travel motivations of heritage tourists using an on-site survey at a 
heritage park in Virginia, USA. The main objectives of this study were to identify visitors’ 
motivations to visit a heritage park, and to investigate motivational differences in terms of 
demographic traits and characteristics of the trip. Respondents were mainly from Virginia, USA. 
Using a questionnaire survey, the study found that visitors at heritage parks tend to be motivated by 
two general factors. The first is personal benefit, which includes health benefits, relaxation, spiritual 
gain, and sightseeing. The second is knowledge pursuit, which includes natural and cultural 
knowledge seeking, and enriching personal knowledge. The results of this study, however, are 
limited by the fact that it only targeted the local population, and did not identify which particular 
aspects of knowledge visitors were looking for.  
Chen, Kerstetter, and Graefe (2001) studied tourist motivations to visit nine industrial heritage sites 
in South-Western Pennsylvania in the USA in an effort to uncover the primary drivers behind 
visiting an industrial heritage site. In this study, an open-ended question (‘what influenced you to 
visit the site?’) was used within a survey that also included other sections to investigate other travel 
factors. Content analysis was used to analyse responses to questions and then incorporated with 
other parts of the survey. A total of 1,320 surveys were collected, with 98% of respondents living in 
the USA. Eight motivations to visit industrial heritage sites were identified, that is, interest in the 
site, accompanying families and friends, recreation, been before, aroused by promotional material, 
had some knowledge of the site, road signs, and curiosity. Additionally, this study found that 
motivations to visit heritage sites differed according to gender. Females were found to be more 
interested in heritage sites than males; however, other studies have suggested that such variation is 
not supported (McKercher & du Cros, 2003; Prentice et al., 1998). The targeted population of this 
study cannot be clearly identified, yet as the study was conducted in the US, it could be anticipated 
that the sample focused only on US citizens, which limits the results’ generalisability. Another issue 
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with this study is that it used only one open-ended item to understand motivation, and there is 
ambiguity of reliability and trustworthiness of findings (Dillon et al., 1994; Hair, Black, Babin, 
Anderson, & Tatham, 2006).  
Packer and Ballantyne (2002) investigated motivational factors that impacted on visitors’ 
experiences in a museum, art gallery, and an aquarium in Brisbane, Australia. Based on 250 
questionnaires, the data indicated that five main drivers motivated visitors to visit these sites:  
 Learning and discovery: the desire to learn and discover something new, expand one’s 
knowledge; 
 Passive enjoyment: the desire to be happy, to have enjoyment, and to be pleasantly occupied 
and satisfied; 
 Restoration: the desire to relax physically and mentally; 
 Social interaction: the desire to socialise by spending time with family members, friends, 
interacting with people, and building relations; 
 Self-fulfilment: the desire to achieve something and feel a sense of self-worth and sense of 
self-knowledge development. 
Packer (2004) used a similar scale to that of Packer and Ballantyne (2002) to investigate visitors’ 
motivations for visiting a heritage site in Brisbane. Packer (2004)explored the importance of 
different reasons for visiting various free-choice learning settings, including a museum, an art 
gallery, an aquarium, a wildlife centre, a guided tour of a natural heritage site, and a guided tour of 
a cultural heritage site. She found that visitors at the cultural heritage site, (a former colonial prison) 
were motivated by enjoyment, followed by learning and discovery.     
Poria, Butler, and Airey (2004) also attempted to clarify motivations that drive visitors to visit 
heritage sites, and whether the visitors’ perception of a place (heritage site in this context) had an 
impact on their motivations. They investigated visitors at the Wailing Wall of Jerusalem and 
Masada, Israel. Using a survey instrument for data collection, 398 surveys were collected. The 
survey items were developed based on a description of the site according to guidebooks, as well as 
motivations to visit heritage sites garnered from the literature. The data collection took place at 
Ben-Gurion airport and systematic sampling was applied (every nth subject was approached). It was 
argued that limiting the study population to international visitors supported the quest for more 
diversity in the study’s sample (Poria et al., 2004). The researchers found that visitors’ motivations 
to visit heritage sites can be clustered into three groups. The first cluster is ‘recreation experience’, 
which includes motivations such as having a day off, entertainment seeking/relaxing, and wanting 
to see a world-famous site. The second cluster is ‘learning motivations’, which includes those 
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visiting historic sites to learn about its history and its physical nature. The third cluster is ‘heritage 
motivations’.  This cluster includes motivations such as the site being part of the visitors’ heritage, 
the desire to pray, and emotional involvement. One interesting outcome of this study is that it 
highlights the importance of understanding the link between the visitor and the heritage site. 
However, sites that were investigated in this study have clear religious attributes, that is, some 
visitors were travelling for religious rather than heritage purposes. Thus, generalising such results to 
other sites or contexts without religious attributes could be problematic. 
In another study, Poria, Reichel, and Biran (2006b) studied visitors’ heritage site perceptions and 
motivations of potential visitors to Anna Frank House in Amsterdam. The aims of their study were 
to explore motivations of potential tourists to the site, and whether there was a relationship between 
motivation to visit a heritage site and visitors’ perception of the site relative to their heritage. A total 
of 282 valid questionnaires were collected. The three most common countries of origin of the 
sample were the US (12.1%), UK (19.5%), and the Netherlands (14.2%), and the majority of 
respondents identify themselves as Christian (61.3%, 173 participants). The results showed five 
main motivations to visit the heritage site: learning, connecting with own heritage, leisure pursuit, 
bequeathing to children, and emotional involvement. In addition, it was found that there was a 
positive relation between perceiving the site as part of one’s own heritage and motivation to visit 
the site. In other words, if a visitor feels connected to a site, they will be more motivated to visit that 
site.  
Unlike other studies that aimed to investigate visitors’ motivations at built heritage sites, Poria et 
al., (2006b) investigated the motivation of potential visitors. Their study is distinguished from other 
studies in that it addresses the relationship between visitors’ perceptions and motivations; however, 
it is limited in terms of addressing on-site experiences of visitors. The authors considered that the 
site could be seen as ‘emotionally charged’, which could influence overall motivations to visit the 
site; thus generalisation of this study’s results might be limited. In fact, in order to address this 
concern and generalise the results of their study, the authors have called for further research to 
investigate visitors’ motivations at heritage sites that are not associated with atrocities, and/or not 
considered to be world heritage sites. Accordingly, this present study will address this gap by 
investigating visitors’ reasons to visit heritage sites that are not linked to atrocities and/or have 
world heritage listing status.  
Another attempt to understand the motivations of heritage tourism visitors was conducted by Yan, 
So, Morrison, & Sun (2007). The researchers profiled international heritage tourists visiting Taiwan 
in terms of their demographic profiles, motivations, and activity performance. The main generating 
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markets for tourism in Taiwan are Japan, Hong Kong, and Mainland China (together accounting for 
60.1% of total), and the US market (accounting for 14.7%). Based on the visitors’ activity, this 
study classified visitors at heritage sites into two segments: ‘motivated heritage visitors’ and 
‘heritage site visitors’. The former segment was found to be older (40-60 years old), or retired, and 
visiting Taiwan in order to visit heritage sites. The latter segment tended to be younger tourists (20-
39 years), mainly students, who did not classify visiting heritage sites as a motivation to visit 
Taiwan. Although this study classified the heritage tourist market, it did not provide any 
explanations of why visitors wanted to visit heritage sites, what experiences they sought, or what 
experiences they gained at heritage sites. As in many studies, Yan et al. (2007) aimed to investigate 
visitors’ motivations to visit a heritage site as a part of their overall motivations to visit a travel 
destination.  
Recently, Fountain, Espiner, and Xie (2011) conducted a study aimed at understanding Chinese 
visitors’ motivations, expectations, and behaviours in the light of cultural heritage in New Zealand. 
Researchers utilised a quantitative approach using a questionnaire with close-ended questions to 
collect the data. A total of 181 useable questionnaires were collected. This study found several 
cultural heritage motivations that drive Chinese visitors. These include viewing natural landscapes, 
shopping, visiting museums, participating in a scenic boat cruise, learning about Maori culture, 
learning nature-based stories, visiting historical sites, water rafting, attending a traditional Maori 
feast, viewing dolphins or whales, and learning facts about native plants and birds. The study’s 
findings show that although the Chinese market is culturally oriented, their interest is geared more 
toward nature, landscape, and associated cultural stories rather than the widely accepted types of 
cultural tourism product such as dancing and music. This suggests that people from different 
cultural backgrounds might have different drivers and/or interests that motivate them to visit a 
certain destination or attraction. This supports a previous study conducted by Li (2008) that showed 
the importance of the connection between culture and nature in Chinese thinking.  
Table 2.4 presents the main motivations to visit cultural heritage sites identified in previous studies. 
These studies suggest that visitors from different cultural backgrounds may have different 
motivations, expectations, and experiences.   
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Table ‎2.4: Summary of motivation for visiting Heritage site 
Literature        Reasons to visit 
Packer & 
Ballantyne, 2002; 
Packer, 2004 
• Learning and discovery 
• Passive enjoyment 
• Restoration 
• Social interaction; 
• Self-fulfilment 
Chen, 1998; 
Chen et al., 2001 
• Health/ relaxation, recreation  
• Pursing recreational activities and sightseeing 
• Day out with family/ husband/ wife/ fiend 
• Learning about history  
• Interested in the site and curiosity  
• Aroused by promotion  
Poria et al., 2004; 
2006 
• Pursing recreational activities and sightseeing 
• Day out with family/ husband/ wife/ fiend 
• Learning/ knowledge  
• Connecting with the site  
• Emotional involvement  
• Visiting part of individual’s heritage  
• Desire to pray  
Fountain et al., 
2011 
• Viewing natural landscapes 
• Learning about Maori culture  
• Learning about nature-based stories  
• Visiting historical sites 
 
  
To summarise, it is common to investigate visitor reasons for visiting heritage sites within studies 
of travel motivation in general by approaching tourists as they leave a destination.  Previous studies 
have identified various motivations for visiting heritage sites. A few studies have attempted to 
understand visitors’ reasons to visit in relation to built heritage sites (Poria et al., 2004; Poria et al., 
2006b). However, to generalise results, further research is required at sites that are not associated 
with atrocities, do not have religious attributes, or are not world heritage sites (Poria et al., 2006b). 
Also, further research is required to extend the theoretical model of visitors’ reasons for 
participating in heritage tourism activities in other cultural environments that have received little or 
no research attention (McKercher, 2002). Thus, the current research aims to enhance our 
understanding of visitors’ reasons to visit heritage sites in the Arab World. The following section 
will discuss the concept of ‘experience’ in relation to heritage tourism. 
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2.3 Visitors’‎Experience 
2.3.1 Introduction‎to‎the‎‘Experience’‎Concept 
Different fields of research have utilised the term ‘experience’ in different ways. For example, in 
the scientific world, ‘experience’ may have the same connotation that experiment holds, while the 
term embodies other distinct meanings in fields such as philosophy, sociology, psychology, 
anthropology, and ethnology (Carù & Cova, 2003). Table 2.5 illustrates how different fields tend to 
use the concept of experience to construct an understanding of specific phenomena. For example, in 
fields such as sociology and psychology, experience is constructed via cognitive and affective 
processing that is a result of an individual’s interactions with the environment (natural or man-
made).  
Table ‎2.5: Experiences Routes (developed based on Carù & Cova, 2003) 
Field  Experience connotation 
Philosophy  Experience is described more as transformation via personal trial. For 
example ‘I have tried, I have experienced’.   
Sociology and 
Psychology 
Experience is subjective and cognitively developed from participation 
in events. Experience is intrinsic interaction between natural, social and 
aesthetic factors (Dewey, 1934 cited in: Carù & Cova, 2003)  
Anthropology and 
ethnology 
Experience refers to living ways, i.e., how people live their culture. ‘We 
can experience our own life, what is received by our own 
consciousness’ (Bruner, 1986, p. 5) 
In sociology and psychology, ‘experience’ has attracted the attention of practitioners and 
researchers as a central concept in enhancing visitors’ overall satisfaction (Volo, 2009). The 
literature tends to distinguish between economic and socio-psychological approaches in terms of 
how to deal with the experience concept. The economic approach tries to develop business 
strategies for further experience development (Pine & Gilmore, 1999; Schmitt, 1999), while the 
socio-psychological approach ‘concentrates on the ways in which individuals engage’ (Halkier & 
Therkelsen, 2009, p. 10). As the tourism industry is a multidisciplinary area of research, economic 
and socio-psychological approaches intersect to provide experiences centred on visitors’ interests.  
One of the earliest articles on experience consumption is Holbrook and Hirschman’s (1982) ‘The 
experiential aspects of consumption: fantasies, feelings, and fun’ in which the authors emphasised 
the importance of experience consumption and highlighted its hedonic, symbolic, and aesthetic 
nature. According to Holbrook and Hirschman, such experiences are constructed by environmental 
and visitor inputs. In regards to environmental inputs, the experiential view tends to explore 
34 
 
subjective and symbolic meanings rather than tangible or objective features. In regards to visitor 
inputs, and in contrast to common characteristics such as demographic and socioeconomic, the 
experiential view allocates more room for individual differences such as subculture.  
2.3.2 Emergence of the Experience Economy 
While Pine and Gilmore (1999) introduced the term ‘experience economy’, the notion of 
‘experience consumption’ was initiated by many other researchers (as in early attempts to define the 
term ‘experience concept’). Pine and Gilmore (1999) differentiated between the four economic 
phases, that is, agrarian, industrial, service, and knowledge, which preceded the experience 
economy
6
. Pine and Gilmore pointed out that business entities should understand that experience is 
what differentiates company offerings in the market. Thus, capturing consumers’ full attention and 
providing memorable experiences are essential to maintaining a competitive position in the market.  
According to Pine and Gilmore (1999), there are two dimensions that engage the visitor in an 
experience. The first is participation level, which ranges from passive to active. The level of 
consumers’ participation in an event will influence the level at which the consumers are involved in 
co-creating their experiences. For example, a skier has a high level of active involvement; thus he or 
she has a strong role in creating the experience. On the other hand, an orchestra’s audience has 
almost no participation in creating their experiences. The second dimension is the level of visitor 
connection with the activity’s environment, that is, from full absorption to full immersion in the 
experience. Absorption refers to ‘occupying a person’s attention by bringing the experience into the 
mind’, whereas immersion refers to ‘becoming physically a part of the experience itself’ (Pine & 
Gilmore, 2011, p. 46).  To illustrate the difference, watching a sporting event on television would 
be absorption while being in the crowd at the actual events would be immersion.   
The combination of these two dimensions creates four realms of experience: education, 
entertainment, escapism and aesthetic (see Figure 2.3). The education realm denotes an educative 
experience either via knowledge enhancement or gaining skills, and is characterised by absorption 
and active participation (Oh, Fiore, & Jeoung, 2007; Pine & Gilmore, 1999). Entertainment 
experiences (characterised by absorption and passive participation) appear to attract more research 
attention than other realms (Pine & Gilmore, 1999), and usually refer to touristic activities seen as 
‘fun’ (Crick-Furman & Prentice, 2000; Oh et al., 2007). Escapism involves consumers immersing 
                                                            
6 Agrarian economy refers to the first step in building the world economy by extracting and trading materials 
from the natural world. In a goods economy, companies process the raw materials and produce useful goods. 
Service economy refers to the movement to produce intangible products such as finance, education, and 
health services to particular clients.  
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themselves in an activity (Pine & Gilmore, 1999). This realm intersects with different theories of 
tourism motivation such as escape seeking ‘intrinsic motivation’ (Iso-Ahola, 1982), and push and 
pull theory (Crompton, 1979; Dann, 1977). Aesthetic experiences (those where visitors’ 
involvement is classified as immersive, passive participation) occur when visitors have no effect on 
the environment of the activity; nevertheless they control the aesthetic experience within themselves 
(Pine & Gilmore, 1999). The boundaries of these four realms, however, tend to be fluid (Jurowski, 
2009). For instance, heritage tourism visitors have no control over the built environment but 
certainly have direct control over what they are interested in, what they enjoy, and what messages 
they take away from their visit.  
 
 
 
 
  
 
   
 
 
 
 
Figure ‎2.3: The experience Realms (Pine & Gilmore, 1999) 
 
Prahalad and Ramaswamy (2004) called for further research to enable us to understand consumers 
better and appreciate their role as co-creators of experiences. Additionally, Pine and Gilmore (2011) 
claimed that the idea of experience economy has not been fully appreciated by businesses policy 
makers. 
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2.3.3 Defining Experience  
‘Experience’ is a general term that is used to describe acquisition of different cognitive or affective 
elements via participation in an event (Macquarie Concise Dictionary, 1998; Moore, 2004; Hornby 
& Crowther, 1995; Hornby & Crowther, 1995). The Macquarie Concise Dictionary defines 
experience as ‘knowledge or practical wisdom gained from what one has observed, encountered, or 
undergone’ (Macquarie Concise Dictionary, 1998, p. 388). The Australian Concise Oxford 
Dictionary defines experience as ‘knowledge or skills resulting from actual observation of or 
practical acquaintance with facts or events’ (Moore, 2004, p. 487). The Oxford Dictionary defines 
experience as ‘the process of gaining knowledge or skill over a period of time through seeing and 
doing things rather than through studying’ (Hornby & Crowther, 1995, p. 404). Experience is also 
used as a verb, that is, ‘to experience [something]’ is to feel it (Hornby & Crowther, 1995, p. 404- 
405). When it occurs as a verb, experience reflects the action that creates the experience. In the 
Oxford Dictionary’s definition, the verb form of experience is defined by feeling something. The 
previous definitions, either verb or noun, tend to link experience to knowledge and skills acquisition 
by means of observing or undergoing certain activities such as visitation. However, as the concept 
has different applications in various fields, this has led to further expansion of its definition. 
In a tourism context, various authors approached the concept of experience. Cohen (1979) 
attempted to develop a general concept of tourist experience by conceptualising five possible modes 
of tourists’ experience based on a tourist’s world-view, and the cultural, social and environmental 
attributes of a place. Otto and Ritchie (1996) linked experience to subjectivity and mental state. 
They pointed out that, even in a tourism context, understanding experience requires some level of 
differentiation between the types of experience being addressed. For instance, measuring visitors’ 
experiences of a hotel or airline product is quite different from measuring those at a tourism 
attraction in terms of the desired experience. Vittersø et al. (2000) saw visitor experience as an 
integrative process between what visitor acquires via the site’s stimuli (such as interpretation and 
atmosphere) and  visitors’ cognitive schema. Ryan (1997: cited in Li, 2000) viewed tourism 
experience as a multi-functional type of leisure which might involve entertaining or learning 
activities, or both.  
Packer (2012) addressed the ambiguity of the meaning of experience within visitor studies. She 
highlighted the difference between using experience as a verb or a noun. As a verb, ‘experience’ 
could indicate the process of undergoing an activity. Also, as a verb, experience can also mean to 
feel, for example, ‘I have experienced driving the new car’. As a noun, experience can refer to an 
activity, setting, or event, or it may be referred to as a part of a setting or event. For example, 
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experience can be ascribed to subjective responses to or knowledge acquisition from an event, 
setting, or activity.  
For the purpose of this study, experience will be considered as a comprehensive noun concept in 
which the term refers to an individual’s subjective response to a visit to a setting (Packer, 2012). 
This view is also in harmony with den Breejen’s (2007) definition of visitors’ experience as a 
‘complex concept with many dimensions, influenced by situational (can be related to the site’s 
attribute or nature of activity) and personal variables (motives, previous knowledge scheme) and 
composed of many characteristics’ (2007, p. 1418). These two views (Breejen, 2007; Packer, 2012) 
of the concept of visitors’ experience will be adopted in terms of how visitors’ experience is 
approached, because: (1) they provide a more holistic view in terms of capturing personal variables 
(such as reasons for visiting, cultural visitors’ background); (2) they include the attributes of sites in 
understanding the experience concept; and (3) they acknowledge visitors’ immediate subjective 
response to an experience.  
Table 2.6 presents different definitions of experience and different characteristics of the experience 
concept that have been drawn from the literature. Within the range of these definitions, 
characteristics of experience can be seen as affective, cognitive, or visitor co-created. Each 
characteristic is further discussed below; accordingly, ‘X’ was ticked under each column for each 
definition.  
Table ‎2.6: Defining Experience  
Developed for this thesis 
Author/ 
Year 
Defining Experience  Affective Cognitive Co-
creation 
(Thorne, 1963, 
p. 248) 
A peak experience may be described operationally 
as subjective experiencing of what is subjectively 
recognized to be one of the high points of the life, 
one of the most exciting, rich and fulfilling 
experiences that the person has ever had. 
X   
(Hirschman & 
Holbrook, 
1982, p. 99- 
100) 
Those facets of consumer behaviour that relate to 
the multisensory, fantasy and emotive aspects of 
product use 
X  X 
(Holbrook & 
Hirschman, 
1982, p. 132) 
A steady flow of fantasies, feelings, and fun 
encompassed by the "experiential view" 
X   
(Mannell, 
1984: cited in 
Mannell & Iso-
Ahola, 1987, p. 
315) 
An experience or state of mind, is uniquely 
individual, and that the quality rather than the 
quantity of leisure in our lives deserves attention 
X   
(Arnould & 
Price, 1993, p. 
Extraordinary experience is triggered by unusual 
events and is characterized by high levels of 
 X   
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25) emotional intensity and experience. 
(Otto & 
Ritchie, 1996, 
p. 166) 
The 'experience' of leisure and tourism can be 
described as the subjective mental state felt by 
participants. 
X   
Ryan (1997: 
cited in Li, 
2000) 
Tourism experience is a multifunctional leisure 
activity, involving either entertainment or learning, 
or both, for an individual 
X X  
(Schmitt, 1999, 
p. 57) 
Experiences occur as a result of encountering, 
undergoing or living through things [in which they] 
provide sensory, emotional, cognitive, behavioural, 
and relational values that replace functional values. 
X X  
(Vittersø et al., 
2000, p. 435) 
Experience refers to the result of a process of 
assimilating the world into a structure of cognitive 
‘maps' or schemas. 
 X X 
(Smith, 2003, 
p. 233) 
 
Experience refers to any sensation or knowledge 
acquisition resulting from a person’s participation in 
daily activities. 
X X  
(Gilmore & 
Pine, 2002, p. 
88) 
Guests obtain a memorable experience when a 
company intentionally uses services as the stage and 
goods as props to engage individual customers in an 
inherently personal way. 
X  X 
(Bigné & 
Andreu, 2004, 
p. 692) 
 
Experiences are events that engage individuals in a 
personal way, depicted in two dimensions: the level 
of guest participation and the kind of environmental 
relationship 
X X X 
(Van Boven & 
Gilovich, 
2003, p. 1194) 
Experiential purchases are those made with the 
primary intention of acquiring a life experience: an 
event or a series of events that one lives through. 
X  X 
(O'Dell, 2005, 
p. 15) 
Experiences are highly personal, subjectively 
perceived, intangible, ever fleeting, and 
continuously on-going.  
X   
(Mossberg, 
2007, p. 61- 
62) 
An experience is a blend of many elements coming 
together; to involve the consumers emotionally, 
physically, intellectually and spiritually a variety of 
the consumers’ senses should be stimulated. 
X X X 
(Larsen, 2007, 
p. 16) 
Tourist experience refers to complex psychological 
process … underlying expectations, events, and 
memories’. 
X  X 
(den Breejen, 
2007, p. 1418) 
An experience is a complex concept with many 
dimensions, influenced by situational and personal 
variables, and composed of many characteristics. 
X X X 
(Gentile, 
Spiller, & 
Noci, 2007, p. 
397) 
The customer experience originates from a set of 
interactions between a customer and a product, a 
company, or part of its organisation, which provoke 
a reaction. 
X X X 
(Powell, 
Kellert, & 
Ham, 2009, p. 
763- 764) 
Touristic experience [is] shaped by an interaction 
between the tourists’ characteristics and motivations 
for visitation, and the tour and site characteristics. 
X X X 
(Chen & Chen, 
2010, p. 29) 
Service experience can be defined as the subjective 
personal reactions and feelings that are felt by 
consumers when consuming or using a service. 
X   
(Tung & 
Ritchie, 2011, 
p. 1369) 
An individual’s subjective evaluation and 
undergoing (i.e., affective, cognitive, and 
behavioural) of events related to his/her tourist 
X X X 
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activities that began before (i.e., planning and 
preparation), during (i.e., at the destination), and 
after the trip (i.e., recollection).  
2.3.3.1 Affective facets of the tourism experience 
Affect is a vital characteristic of the experience concept. ‘Affect represents an individual’s feelings 
toward an object, which will be favourable, unfavourable, or neutral’ (Fishbein 1967: cited in Pike 
& Ryan, 2004, p. 334). Also, ‘an affective component is based on emotional experiences or 
preferences’ (Kwon & Vogt, 2010, p. 424). As shown in Table 2.6, the term ‘affective’ comprises 
different elements of experience such as subjectivity of an experience and emotional aspect.  Addis 
and Holbrook (2001) argued that the relation between the subjective and objective characteristics of 
an experience is changeable according to the nature of consumption and factors that contribute to it. 
For example, descendants of someone buried in a war cemetery may experience more intense 
emotional reactions at a site than those with no personal connections. Therefore, affective 
components of experience consumption can differ, while the role of such facets in experience 
creation can also vary.  
Further, Westbrook and Oliver (1991, p. 85) stated that ‘consumption emotion refers to the set of 
emotional responses elicited specifically during product usage or consumption experiences as 
described either by the distinctive categories of emotional experience and expression (e.g., joy, 
anger, and fear) or by the structural dimensions underlying emotional categories’. It is 
acknowledged that affective experiences and their intensity may differ according to antecedents 
(Musch & Klauer, 2003); for example, whether a visitor has previous emotional attachment to a 
heritage site or not may contribute to the intensity of their affective experiences at the site. 
Although visitors are exposed to the same experiences, their affective experiences can follow 
distinguishable taxonomy and vary in terms of intensity. In the same vein, Weiss and Cropanzano 
(1996) suggested that affective facets of experiences can be short, intense (emotional experiences), 
or may last for longer periods. Hence, a touristic heritage experience may precipitate emotional 
experiences in visitors, but for some it may create longer lasting affective experiences. It is logical 
to assume here that the intensity and lasting duration of touristic experiences may vary according to 
visitors’ pre-visit dispositions such as reasons for visiting and preferences.  
2.3.3.2 Cognitive facets of the tourism experience 
The cognitive element of experience refers to ‘customer experience connected with thinking or 
conscious mental processes’ (Gentile et al., 2007, p. 398). This characteristic of experience refers to 
knowledge enrichment and becoming informed via a person’s participation in an experience. In 
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fact, English dictionaries tend to define ‘experience’ as a process of knowledge acquisition. Boud, 
Cohen, and Walker (1993) argued that the learning process is an embedded characteristic in 
experience. Traditionally, learning experiences are provided within specified education systems; 
however, travelling and tourism-related activities are increasingly considered to be free-choice 
learning experiences (Falk et al., 2011). 
Learning occurs in both formal and informal environments (Hein, 1998). Formal learning usually 
occurs in educational institutions, is content-driven, and strictly didactic, that is, there is always a 
‘teacher’ in a certain structure that aims to teach a certain set of knowledge (Hein, 1998). In 
contrast, the learning that commonly occurs when visiting places for leisure purposes such as 
museums, heritage places, or historic reconstruction buildings is considered to be informal learning 
(Falk & Dierking, 2000). Learning within informal settings tends to be directed by individuals’ own 
interests and desire for knowledge, and is self-motivated and voluntary (Falk & Dierking, 2000).  
The learning process may be approached from three different perspectives: behavioural, humanist, 
and cognitive (Krause, 2010). The behavioural approach gives attention to the learning process via 
behaviours, and focuses on observable learned behaviour. The humanist approach to learning sees 
learners as individuals and highlights their uniqueness, being formed by the ‘quality of life … in art, 
literature, music and all aspects of daily living’, which makes up their individual learning style 
(Krause, Bochner, & Duchesne, 2003, p. 172). The cognitive approach emphasises internal mental 
processes (Krause, 2010). Different sub-approaches have been developed to explain the process of 
learning, including constructivism.  
While the cognitive approach sees learning processes merely as ‘internal mental processes’, 
constructivism (developed from the cognitive school of learning) sees acquiring cognition as a 
collaborative process ‘involving social processes, interactions with environment, and self-
reflection’ (Krause et al., 2003, p. 157). Thus, constructivism is defined as ‘an explanation of 
learning that views it as a self-regulated process that builds on learners’ existing knowledge and in 
which learners are active participants’ (Krause et al., 2003, p. 157).  
There are two broad forms of constructivism: psychological and social. The former is concerned 
with the individual and how a person constructs knowledge, sees themselves, or forms beliefs 
during the learning process (Krause, 2010). Many elements of psychological constructivism are 
built on Piaget’s (1952-1960) work. The latter – social constructivism – gives more weight to social 
interaction in shaping and constructing the learning process and the cognitive development of an 
individual. Thus, social constructivism sees cognition as shaped and developed first at the ‘inter-
psychological’ level (between pairs, family, and others), and then ‘intra-psychological’ (in an 
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individual’s mind) (Woolfolk, 2004, P. 45). Although the literature has distinguished between these 
two forms of constructivism, debate remains regarding the merits and applications of the differences 
between psychological and social constructivism (Krause et al., 2003).  
Piaget and other psychological constructivists acknowledged the role of the social environment in 
the learning process, but they still viewed the learner as having a dominant role. A learner acquires 
knowledge by interacting with an environment, processing information and then placing this 
information within existing schemas or structures (Krause et al., 2003; Swan, 2005). Schema refers 
to a mental framework or image that helps individuals to process new information (Santrock, 2004). 
In a constructivist framework, a learner interacts with her/ his environment in such a way that two 
possible scenarios of processing knowledge can occur: 
 Assimilation: Due to a learner’s’ activity, he or she will acquire new knowledge and 
incorporate it into the existing schemas.  
 Accommodation: Due to a learner’s activity, interaction with the environment will introduce 
new information that does not mesh with the existing schema and, accordingly, the learner 
will ‘form a new mental model or scheme’ (Krause et al., 2003, p. 54).  
Krause et al. (2003) provided four main principles that distinguish constructivism from other 
theories of learning. First, activeness in learning, that is, a learner actively participates, mentally 
and physically, in their learning process (Krause et al., 2003; Santrock, 2004). Second, a learner is 
self-regulated. In other word, learners regulate their own interests, cognitions, beliefs, and 
motivation in their learning effort (Krause et al., 2003; Woolfolk, 2004). Third, social interaction is 
vital for effective learning. According to constructivists, interaction with family, friends, peers, and 
other people has an important role in developing the cognitive status of an individual. Fourth, 
constructivism encourages learners to compute new information according to their own 
perspective. In other words, information is relative and provides different meanings for each 
individual. Thus, each learner will constitute her/ his own meaning out of a particular knowledge 
(Krause et al., 2003).  
Drawing from research in the interpretation field, it can be argued that learning that occurs within 
heritage settings can be linked to the constructivist theory of learning. Ballantyne (1998a) discussed 
the possible implications of constructivist theory of learning to delivering environmental learning 
experiences. He stated that, according to the constructivist viewpoint, it is crucial for experience 
providers to understand how visitors learn and feel in light of their learning experiences at 
environmental or heritage sites in general:  
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Applying a constructivist approach to learning in interpretive centres extends the focus from 
the exhibition or experience itself to include the visitor ... Meaning is not necessarily evident 
with the exhibition material itself. Rather it acquires meaning when visitors relate it to 
aspects of their own experiences and reasons for being there. (Ballantyne, 1998a, p. 84, 
bold added) 
This illustrates how the constructivist approach can be used in the planning process for interpretive 
experiences at heritage sites. Further, it highlights that visitors tend to have different purposes and 
conceptions that lead them to participate in leisure learning experiences. Uzzell (1998b) stated that 
the successful design of interpretive experiences is a product of good understanding and synergy 
between three components: the site itself, visitors’ needs, and themes of interpretation. Variations in 
visitors’ learning interests need to be addressed and considered in order to produce better 
interpretive experiences (Uzzell, 1998b).  
The constructivism theory of learning supports the ‘co-creation’ concept of experiences at a 
heritage site. Visitors at a heritage site, as self-regulated learners and computing new information 
according to their perspective, are more likely to create their own experiences according to their 
own cultural insights and previous cultural cognition. For instance, Larsen (2007) highlights the 
impact of memories in creating experiences. The collective memories of a nation or/ and cultural 
group is likely to impact on their interest in experiences at a heritage site. Similarly, individual 
memories and previous cognition are likely to frame (sometimes unconsciously) the way visitors 
interact and process experiences at an interpretive site such as a heritage site. 
2.3.3.3 Co-creation facets of the tourism experience  
Co-creation is another characteristic of experience. Although the availability of a consumer is 
implicit in the experience itself (Holbrook, 1999), traditionally it was common practice for 
companies to offer product-centred experiences, i.e., consumers’ views were not clearly and 
carefully considered in designing the product. Nowadays, however, there is a shift in that 
companies are now focusing less on consumers’ buying behaviours, and more on investigating 
people’s needs and values (Binkhorst & Den Dekker, 2009).  
The need to shift experience provision from product-centred to consumer-centred has been 
addressed by many researchers (Binkhorst & Den Dekker, 2009; Pine & Gilmore, 2011; Volo, 
2009). Prahalad and Ramaswamy (2003, p. 14) stated that ‘in the experience space, the individual 
visitor is central and an event triggers a co-creation experience.... The personal meaning derived 
from the co-creation experience is what determines the value to the individual’. In most situations 
43 
 
of consumption, a product will exhibit the same features.  However, based on the interaction 
between a visitor and the product as well as affective features that consumers assign to the product, 
the experience will vary (Holbrook, 1999). Holbrook also argues that the consumer’s subjective 
response to a product will be more important than their objective assessment of the same product. In 
this study co-creation is seen as ‘the interaction of an individual at a specific place and time [with a 
place] (Binkhorst & Den Dekker, 2009, p. 315). Thus, factors such as reasons for consumption 
(e.g., reasons for visiting, interest) and situational factors such as interpretation will have a role in 
forming the experience. Understanding visitors’ characteristics such as reasons for visiting and on-
site experiences are therefore vital to enhancing visitors’ experiences and assuring their satisfaction. 
2.3.4 Tourism Product as Experience  
Tourism is seen as experiential in nature by researchers and organisations. The industry offers a 
large range of experiences that allow tourists to produce their own unique stories (Binkhorst & Den 
Dekker, 2009). In fact, in developed countries acquiring travel experiences is seen as essential in 
improving quality of life (Greg, 1999). The desire to move from everyday routine to gaining new 
experiences that enrich our life experiences is becoming more widespread. Organisations such as 
Tourism Australia (2012) see acquiring new experiences as the main reason people visit Australia.  
Tourism experiences can be explored from two different dimensions: experiences related to 
physical attractions, and individuals’ experiences that are subjectively perceived by visitors. Every 
destination can be classified according to certain physical attributes, including natural vs. man-
made, geographical features, and spatial characteristics (Cutler & Carmichael, 2010). Such 
attributes are expected to have direct influences in attracting visitors and forming the experiences of 
tourists (Cohen, 1979; Hayllar & Griffin, 2005; McCabe & Stokoe, 2004; Ryan, 2002). Many 
authors have highlighted the importance of physical settings in forming visitors’ experiences (Li, 
2000; McCabe & Stokoe, 2004; Mossberg, 2007).  
Within the physical realm, tourism service providers (e.g., accommodation, transportation, and 
ancillary services) are often considered as experience providers (Cutler & Carmichael, 2010). 
Within a physical setting, the role of human and non-human mediators is important (Jennings & 
Weiler, 2006). Non-human mediators such as interpretive signs and exhibits are commonly used at 
heritage sites. Human mediators or brokers include tour guides, tourism organisations (governments 
and non-government), and other stakeholders in the tourism industry.  
The second realm of tourism experience construction is the tourist. Before travelling, every person 
has her/his own world in which that individual’s personality has been shaped. This has a direct 
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influence on their travel motivations, attitudes, choices, behaviours and ways of constructing their 
own experiences. This is evidenced by continuing discussion of how people create personal 
meaning from their activities based on theories of social construction (Jennings & Nickerson, 2006) 
and personal construct (Andereck, Bricker, Kerstetter, & Nickerson, 2006). The theory of social 
construction purports ‘that meaning making and sense-making is a continuous engagement between 
‘social actors’ involving continuous construction and reconstruction of meanings and/or 
interpretation of meaning’ (Jennings & Nickerson, 2006, p. 23). Personal construct theory 
postulates that it is normal that humans assign distinctive meaning to each aspect of an experience. 
This can be seen within the tourism and travel context, where individuals attribute personal 
meanings to data or feelings gained during their travel experiences. 
To this point, the literature reviewed has discussed the concept of experience in general and within 
the tourism sphere in particular. Tourism research is moving towards focusing on touristic 
experiences and exploring what visitors are looking for in terms of experiences, rather than focusing 
on a specific destination and its offerings. The rationale is that this approach will enable managers 
to design settings, activities, and events that enhance the likelihood of visitors having positive 
experiences. As Sharpley and Stone (2011) stated, ‘the need exists for more focused research into 
tourist experiences that reflect their ever-increasing diversity and complexity’ (Sharpley & Stone, 
2011, p. 3). 
2.3.4.1 Contextual development of the visitor experience  
The contextual development of touristic experience has witnessed some major changes. According 
to Uriely (2005), these are: ‘a turn from differentiation to de-differentiation of everyday life and 
touristic experience; a shift from generalizing to pluralizing conceptualizations; a transformed focus 
from the toured objects to the tourist subjective negotiation of meanings’ (Uriely, 2005, p. 199).   
The first ‘turn’ distinguishes touristic experiences from everyday life. Early attempts to understand 
these experiences started with the notion that touristic experiences are separate from daily life 
experiences. One of the earliest seminal studies supporting this notion is Cohen’s (Cohen, 1972, 
1979) work that viewed tourism as ‘essentially a temporary reversal of everyday activities …. If 
tourism became central, the individual would become “deviant”’ (Cohen, 1979, p. 181). Cohen 
(1972) divided tourists in accordance to their quest for novelty. Two main groups of tourists were 
identified: institutionalised – those who seek less novelty and more familiarity; and non-
institutionalised – those who seek more novelty and less familiarity. Turner and Ash (1975) 
appeared to agree with Cohen, arguing that tourism experiences are detached from daily life 
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environments, that is, tourists tend to exhibit different norms when they are involved in touristic 
experiences.  
Since the early 1990s, the perspective of postmodern tourism has challenged the distinction between 
touristic and daily life experiences (Uriely, 2005). Uriely stated that postmodernist practices are 
allied with a diversity of characteristics, such as subjectivity of touristic experiences; hence, 
postmodernism tends not to differentiate between daily life activities and touristic activities. For 
instance, there is an increasing preference for combining pure tourism activities, such as visiting 
friends and leisure activities, with work-related activities (Ryan and Birks, 2000, cited in Uriely, 
2005).  
The second ‘turn’ is to see tourist experience as more diverse. A sign of the movement towards 
more pluralising touristic experiences is the development of tourist typologies. For instance, Cohen 
(1972) provided a fourfold typology: drifter, explorer, individual mass, and organised mass tourists. 
Although Cohen’s (1972) work is criticised in terms of differentiating between tourists’ daily life 
and touristic experiences, his model does address the subjectivity of touristic experiences, that is, he 
pointed out that not all tourists are alike. In addition to Cohen’s (1972) typology, there have been 
various attempts to categorise tourists according to different dimensions. For example, Stewart, 
Hayward, Devlin, and Kirby (1998, pp. 261-263) described tourists in relation to their way of using 
interpretation at a site: 
 Seekers are active seekers for information;  
 Stumblers stumble throughout interpretation;  
 Shadowers are escorted by others throughout the interpretive materials; and 
 Shunners ignore sources of information.  
Some studies take an existing tourist typology model, and further classify each segment of the 
model. For example, Wickens (2002) studied 86 British holidaymakers using ethnographic 
methods. All of the participants fell within the mass tourist category based on Cohen’s typology 
(Wickens, 2002). However, further classification could be applied to each segment. Wickens (2002) 
found that five subtypes of tourist could be identified: the Cultural Heritage (visitors who seek real 
culture in authentic situations); the Raver (visitors who seek more beach and night-club 
experiences); the Shirley Valentine (visitors who seek more romance and relationship); the 
Heliolatrous (visitors who seek time away from home for relaxation and sun-time); and the Lord 
Byron (visitors who seek ritual experiences by returning to the same place). In another study 
conducted on 38 young Israeli backpackers, tourists were found to fall within Cohen’s non-
institutionalised typology (Uriely, Yonay, & Simchai, 2002). However, backpackers reveal different 
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modes of experiences. For example, while the conventional forms (such as trip length and 
transportation means) were found to be similar among respondents, some backpackers were more 
interested in recreational related activities while others sought experiences that develop their 
knowledge. Furthermore, this study revealed that some participants related to more than one mode 
of experience during a single trip. These outcomes are in harmony with Falk’s (2006) notion of 
‘identity-centred’ experiences, that is, visitors have different identities when they visit museums, 
which influences the experiences sought. Previous views have shown a movement in 
contextualising tourist experiences from generalist to more pluralising views. This has led tourism 
researchers to focus on the subjectivity of experiences from either an individual or activity 
perspective.  
The movement towards a subjective understanding of tourist experience is seen as the third 
contextual ‘turn’. Uriely (2005, p. 206) stated that, ‘[the] attention is shifted from the displayed 
objects provided by the industry to the tourist subjective negotiation of meaning as a determinant of 
the experience’. This shift can be seen in the development of concepts such as authenticity and the 
meaning of places. Wang (1999) discussed two aspects of authenticity in the light of tourism 
experience, that is, how authenticity within the tourism sphere can be seen either from a product 
perspective, that is, authentic as original; or what the visitor might consider to be authentic. The 
latter is closely connected to what visitors desire and seek from their experiences. According to 
Wang (1999), the authenticity concept within tourism can be seen as either objective, constructive, 
or existential authenticity (see Table 2.7 below).  
Uriely’s (2005) description of turns or changes and differences in the way tourists view authentic 
experiences provides support for the proposition that visitors from different cultural backgrounds 
may experience heritage sites in different ways. MacCannell (1976) introduced the concept of 
authenticity in relation to tourism, and discussions then ensued about different uses and 
connotations of this term in different tourism settings. The concept of authenticity is still an area of 
debate within heritage tourism as well as a fertile area for researchers (Jillian M, 2012; Robinson & 
Clifford, 2012; Wang & Wu, 2013). While authenticity can be seen from a tangible viewpoint (for 
instance, the physical structure of a certain building), it can also be seen from an intangible 
viewpoint. This is especially relevant to the context of intangible heritage (Butler, 1996; Nuryanti, 
1997; Timothy & Boyd, 2003), where shows (such as dancing) are purposefully staged for visitors.  
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Table: ‎2.7: Three Types of Authenticity in Tourist Experiences (Wang, 1999, p. 352) 
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Authenticity  
The authenticity of originals. Correspondingly, authentic 
experiences in tourism are equated to an epistemological 
experience (i.e., cognition) of the authenticity of originals.  
 
Constructive 
authenticity  
Authenticity projected by tourists or tourism producers in 
terms of their imagery, expectations, preferences, beliefs, 
powers, etc. There are various versions of authenticities 
regarding the same objects. Correspondingly, authentic 
experiences in tourism and the authenticity of toured objects 
are constitutive of one another. In this sense, the authenticity 
of toured objects is in fact symbolic authenticity.  
A
ct
iv
it
y
-
R
el
a
te
d
 
A
u
th
en
ti
ci
ty
 i
n
 
T
o
u
ri
sm
 
Existential 
authenticity 
Existential state of being that is to be activated by tourist 
activities. Correspondingly, authentic experiences in tourism 
could activate this existential state of being within the liminal 
process of tourism. Existential authenticity can have nothing to 
do with the authenticity of toured objects.  
Heritage tourism is seen to encompasses four types of authenticity (Bruner, 2007; Knell, 2007). The 
first type is ‘authentic reproduction’ which refers to reproduction of the heritage item to give 
exactly the same appearance as the original heritage product (verisimilitude authenticity). The 
second type of authenticity refers to the reproduction of a heritage item that aims not only to 
resemble the original appearance, but to be a ‘complete and immaculate simulation’ (genuineness 
authenticity) (Bruner, 2007, p. 399). The third type of authenticity refers to the original. In this 
sense, any reproduction or modification would have a negative effect on the authenticity of the site 
(original authenticity). However, considering that the conservation of archaeological and heritage 
sites is limited and many sites have adopted a certain level of alteration or restoration, this third 
meaning of authenticity is usually unachievable at most heritage sites. The fourth type of 
authenticity infers a sense of authority or legal recognition, that is, it is ‘duly authorized, certified, 
or legally valid’ (Bruner, 2007, p. 400). This infers that an authority decides whether a heritage site 
is authentic or not, and provokes argument about who is authorised to authenticate a heritage site.  
While these four types of authenticity are generally found in the literature, a new question has been 
raised, that is, do visitors really seek authentic, original, tourism products or experiences (Timothy 
& Boyd, 2003)? Authors have argued that in many cases visitors do not seek historical scientific 
facts, although they are partly interested in historical originality (Schouten, 1995). Pearce and 
Moscardo (1986) argued that theories of authenticity appear to neglect the likelihood of visitors 
perceiving authenticity in the environment through their interaction with it. This extends our 
understanding of authenticity at a tourism setting by seeing authenticity via visitors’ experiences 
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with a setting as people-based, or as both setting and people-based.  In 1994, the Nara conference 
acknowledged the differences in perceiving authenticity, particularly from non-Western viewpoints. 
Indeed, Jones (2009) raised the issue of the dichotomy that exists in terms of the meaning of 
authenticity, that is, the objects’ actual authenticity, and what is seen by visitors as authentic.  
This view is supported by a recent empirical study conducted by Kolar and Zabkar (2007), who 
investigated authenticity in relation to visitors’ experiences. They found that visitors who were 
interested in history and more motivated to learn had an experience with the heritage product that 
was more authentic than for others without this motivation and interest. Furthermore, they found 
that cultural distance was an influential factor in the intensity of an authentic experience, that is, 
foreign visitors perceived their experiences as more authentic compared to domestic visitors. Jones 
(2009) saw authenticity as a link between material inheritance, people, and place in which visitors 
generate authentic experiences from their visit. Jones claimed that there are different ways of 
understanding authenticity within the sphere of heritage tourism depending on whether the tourist 
adopted a tangible or constructive approach. Thus, Jones postulated that authenticity is not an 
internal essence of material, but rather, ‘a product of relationships between things’ (Jones, 2009, p. 
144). He further claimed that ‘[authenticity] is a quality that is culturally constructed according to 
who is observing an object and in what context’ (Jones, 2009, p. 135). It is then likely that by 
understanding and addressing visitors’ cultural similarities and differences in relation to their 
expectations of and preferences for on-site experiences, heritage site managers can design 
experiences that will be perceived by visitors as authentic, regardless of visitors’ cultural 
backgrounds. Wang’s (1999) view of constructive authenticity also appears to support the notion 
that visitors from different cultural backgrounds may perceive heritage sites differently. Wang’s 
position was that visitors’ imagery, expectations, preferences, and beliefs are essential factors that 
influence visitors’ perception of the authenticity of a product. Furthermore, as visitors may have 
various connections to a place, it seems logical to assume that visitors’ cultures will influence their 
views of a place.   
2.3.4.2 Approaches to understanding heritage tourist experiences  
Different approaches and models have been adapted to understand and appreciate the nature of 
touristic experiences. This section reviews two main approaches that are commonly utilised in 
heritage tourism research: the benefits-based approach and the experience-based approach. These 
two approaches provide insights into visitors’ experiences at touristic settings in general and 
heritage tourism sites in particular (Beeho & Prentice, 1997; Prentice et al., 1998; Willson & 
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McIntosh, 2007). Following this, three different perspectives that are commonly used to approach 
on-site experiences are reviewed and a discussion is presented to inform the current research.  
The benefits-based approach is based on the behavioural approach initiated by Driver and Tocher 
(1970) (cited in Borrie & Birzell, 2001) and recognises hierarchies of demand for tourism activities. 
Manning (1986) proposed four hierarchy levels of demand: level one indicates demand for 
activities; level two represents the settings of activities; level three signifies the experiences gained 
by participating in activities at the setting; and level four indicates the ultimate benefits of such 
participation. This is also seen as the benefit chain of causality that links the four levels in which 
tourists undertake activities in defined settings to gain experiences that are considered to be 
beneficial (Prentice et al., 1998). The term ‘benefit’ in recreational settings refers to desired 
conditions and/or improved conditions (Manning, 1999).  
Many scholars have attempted to investigate the experiential nature of heritage tourism and to 
identify various on-site visitor experiences at heritage sites by employing a benefit-based approach. 
Beeho and Prentice (1997) used ASEB grid analysis (activities, settings, experiences, benefits) to 
examine the experiences and benefits gained by tourists at tourism settings. They tested ASEB 
within Lanark World Heritage Village, UK, and conducted 40 semi-structured in-depth interviews 
with domestic visitors to explore what was being consumed at the village. They concluded that ‘the 
main benefits gained by tourists were found to have stemmed from having a beneficial learning 
experience’ (Beeho & Prentice, 1997, p. 85).  
Employing a similar theoretical framework, the benefit chain of causality model was used by 
Prentice, Witt, and Hamer (1998) to study experiences and benefits derived from visiting an 
industrial heritage park in UK. The study adopted a two-stage methodology using an inductive 
approach. The first stage of semi-structured interviews informed the development of a survey that 
was administered to 403 visitors. Analysis revealed that the same heritage tourism product might be 
experienced differently. For example, in addition to the experience of nostalgia (a common theme 
of heritage sites), the site also stimulated visitors’ appreciation of their own lives. Prentice et al.’s 
study was also able to segment the industrial heritage market according to visitors’ experiences and 
benefits rather than socio-demographic factors. Three categories of experiences and benefits were 
identified: cognitive, affective and socialising. Cognitive experiences and benefits were identified 
as those which started with ‘I learn, or I think’, such as ‘[I] was impressed by the engineering 
achievements they made in those days’ and ‘it made me think about the lack of jobs in the Rhondda 
now the mines have gone’. Affective experiences were those that centred on feelings such as ‘I felt 
the hardships of the miners’ families’ and ‘it made me feel a sense of pride in the Rhondda’ 
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(Prentice et al., 1998, p. 16). Results of this study confirm that different visitors can derive different 
benefits from visiting the same heritage site. Some visitors were more likely to report cognitive 
experiences as the main benefits as a result of their visit, whereas other visitors tended to report 
socialising as the main benefits.   
The benefits derived from visiting heritage tourism sites were also investigated by McIntosh (1999), 
who conducted a two-stage study to investigate three beneficial experience dimensions, that is, 
affective, reflective and cognitive. Like Prentice et al. (1998), McIntosh used a benefits chain of 
causality and an inductive approach to develop a survey instrument. A total of 1200 domestic 
visitors were surveyed at three different heritage sites in UK. The most beneficial experience gained 
was found to relate to the reflective process, for example, ‘we learnt how much better off we are 
today’ (McIntosh, 1999, p 53). Visitors also exhibited affective experiences in the form of 
emotional feeling such as nostalgic or yearning for the past. In this study, respondents were more 
likely to report the ‘insight’ rather than ‘learning’ to label their cognitive experience. The researcher 
took this observation further and introduced the ‘insightfulness’ concept. This concept refers to 
‘psychological outcomes or benefits gained from visitors’ subjective experiences of the heritage 
context and resulting from their active, or ‘mindful’ questioning of the environment’ (McIntosh, 
1999, p. 58).  
Research using benefits-based approach was recently conducted at the April 3rd Peace Park on Jeju 
Island, South Korea (Kang, Scott, Lee, & Ballantyne, 2012). The study identified motivations and 
ultimate psychological benefits of visiting a dark tourism site. However, the benefits-based 
approach was limited to segmenting tourists in accordance with their sought experiences (Kang et 
al., 2012). 
Following a mixed methods case study approach, Willson and McIntosh (2007) investigated 
international visitors’ experiences at heritage sites in New Zealand. The study looked at the 
attributes (such as visual appeal, historical and cultural) of building heritage sites on visitors’ 
experiences in the region of Hawke’s Bay. This study employed mixed methodology in which three 
instruments were used: semi-structured interviews, questionnaires, and photograph-supported 
interviews. The findings of this study revealed three main experiences gained by international 
visitors: visual appeal experiences, personal reflections and engaging experiences. Visual appeal 
experiences refer to looking at heritage sites with interest and curiosity. Visitors expressed that they 
learnt about multi-cultural visual experiences as well as enjoyed the pleasant aesthetics of visual 
appeal, that is, the pleasantness of the colour and design of buildings. Furthermore, visitors linked 
heritage buildings with previous knowledge that had been gained via media or general readings. 
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Personal reflections refer to personal experiences acquired by visitors as a result of their exposure 
to heritage buildings. Visitors reflected on life conditions in the past and recalled personal 
memories. Interestingly, some visitors, particularly English visitors, reported familiarity with the 
heritage-building environment. The researchers argued that this familiarity is possibly linked with 
personal memories that visitors accrued in their own country. Engaging experiences mainly referred 
to experiences visitors acquired through their guided tour and/ or gaining new information. Some 
visitors indicated that information they received increased the perception of ‘awe’ about the sites. 
Table 2.8 summarises the experiences and benefits gained by visitors at heritage sites in the four 
studies discussed above.  
Table ‎2.8: Summary of visitors' on-site experiences at built heritage site 
Developed for this thesis 
Authors/ context  Experiences/ benefits  
McIntosh (1999) 
UK- Blists Hill Open Air Museum 
(Ironbridge Gorge Museum), 
Shropshire; the Black Country 
Museum, West Midlands; and New 
Lanark World Heritage Village, 
Lanarkshire 
Beneficial experiences 
 Cognitive Process  
o Had an insight into how people used to work 
o Had an insight into how people used to live  
o Learnt about industrial processes 
o Being able to show children how people used to 
live 
 Affective process 
o Enjoyed reliving memories  
o Shared memories or life experiences with others 
 Reflective process  
o Drew comparisons between life then and now 
o Felt grateful that your life is now and not then 
Beeho & Prentice (1997) 
UK New Lanark World Heritage 
Village 
 
 Experiences  
o Provides ‘learning’ or an experimental insight 
into local social and industrial history  
o An enjoyable day out in pleasant surroundings 
o Emotional and thought provoking, gives 
comparison, insight and appreciation of past and 
present life styles, in some cases reminiscent  
o Part of a wider tourist complex 
 Benefits  
o Facilitates a beneficial learning experience and 
an enjoyable day out 
o Stimulates comparison with and appreciation of 
present-day life  
Prentice et al. (1998)  
UK- Industrial heritage park 
 Experiences  
o Felt sad for hardships of the miners’ families  
o I was impressed by the danger miners faced 
o I was impressed by the engineering 
achievements they made in those days  
o It made me nostalgic for the past 
o It made me appreciate the quality of life today  
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o It made me think about the lack of jobs in the 
Rhondda now the mines have gone 
o It made me feel a sense of pride in the Rhondda  
o It made me feel sympathy towards the trades 
union movement  
 Benefits  
o I feel that I have learnt something of importance  
o I have gained an insight into Rhondda’s past 
o I have gained an insight into the pride of 
Rhondda’s communities  
o I feel a stronger sense of identity with industrial 
Wales  
o I am keener to learn more about industrial 
heritage 
o It is good for us to spend a day out with 
family/friends 
Willson & McIntosh (2007) 
New Zealand- Hawke’s Bay 
Experiences 
 Visual appeal  
o Pleasant aesthetics 
o Visual appeal of the buildings 
o Multi-cultural visual experience 
 Personal reflections  
o Reflect on life condition on the past 
o Recall personal memories 
o Familiarity (Particularly among English visitors)  
 Engaging experiences 
o Engage with sites via tour guide interpretation.  
o Tour guide enhanced learning experience 
o Learn about history 
o Great memories through taking pictures 
o Different groups engage in experiences in 
accordance with their interest or/and 
experiences sought 
The studies above revealed different experiential elements reported by visitors at various heritage 
sites. The studies were predominantly conducted on Western visitors or/and within Western context, 
and research on visitors from different cultural backgrounds such as Asian, African or Arabic, 
seems to be limited. 
The second approach is experience-based, and focuses on answering questions such as, ‘what are 
the cognitive and psychological processes involved in recreation experiences?’ (Borrie & Birzell, 
2001, p. 33). Here, the focus is more on the nature of experiences than on measuring satisfaction 
with the setting. There are many frameworks that describe the various phases of touristic 
experiences. One of the earliest models was proposed by Clawson, Knetsch, and Future (1966), and 
has been used to guide many tourism studies (Borrie & Birzell, 2001). This model consists of a 
five-phase framework to study touristic experience: anticipation, travelling to the site, on-site 
experience (starts by arriving at the site, and ends by leaving the site), travelling back, and 
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recollection stage. Craig-Smith and French (1994) proposed a three-stage model: anticipatory, 
experiential, and reflective.  
Aho (2001) defined tourist experience as consisting of seven phases: orientation (interest in travel is 
awakened); attachment (decision is made); visiting the site (travelling to and visiting the site); on-
the-spot evaluation (comparing with expectation); sorting (enforcing experiences through 
memorabilia such as photos and souvenirs); and reflection and enrichment (recalling, presenting 
and sharing experiences). Larsen, Hornskov, and Mansfeldt (2007) suggested three phases: before, 
during, and after the visit.  
Although the models mentioned above proposed different phases of visitors’ experiences, their 
collective authors agree on the importance of on-site experiences. The five stage model of Clawson 
et al. (1966) appears to be well supported in the literature and verified in different tourism and 
leisure settings (Cutler & Carmichael, 2010). Accordingly, the present research will use Clawson et 
al.’s (1966) understanding of on-site experience, that is, one that starts when a visitor arrives at a 
site, and ends when the visitor leaves the site. Along with the above-mentioned approaches and 
models, studies on tourists’ experience tend to follow different perspectives to gain an 
understanding of travellers’ on-site experience. These perspectives are discussed below.   
In order to understand and examine visitors’ on-site experiences, three different perspectives are 
commonly used: the immediate conscious experience perspective; definitional perspective; and 
post-hoc satisfaction perspective (Mannell & Iso-Ahola, 1987). While these distinctive perspectives 
were originally offered in Mannell and Iso-Ahola (1987), they are still dominant in the tourist 
experience literature (Cutler & Carmichael, 2010). Indeed, most visitor experience research utilises 
one of these three perspectives.  
The immediate conscious experience perspective treats tourist experience as occurring in real-time, 
and focuses on their conscious experiences in the immediate moment. According to Mannell and 
Iso-Ahola (1987) this approach aims to address the actual content of experiences, as well as 
elements within the visitor and environment that influence the immediate tourist experience. Studies 
using this approach focus on a particular activity rather than examining the experience as a whole. 
For example, Borrie and Roggenbuck (2001) studied feelings and cognitions of leisure during on-
site experiences in wilderness recreation settings. They found that feelings of primitiveness, 
oneness, and humbleness developed throughout the on-site phase. It is important to note that the 
data collection of many studies is done on-site after the visit; hence, the difference between post-
hoc satisfaction and an immediate approach in terms of data collection is indistinct.  
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The second perspective, the definitional approach, is typified by principles and studies that address 
factors and dimensions that influence tourist experiences (Cutler & Carmichael, 2010; Mannell & 
Iso-Ahola, 1987). This approach tends to focus on visitors’ perceptions of touristic experiences 
without restricting experiences to specific activities or limited time-scale. In the last two decades, 
many researchers have used this approach to understand tourists’ experiences. For example, 
Botterill and Crompton (1996) followed the definitional approach using personal construct theory to 
understand tourists’ experience via tourists’ description and explanation. White and White (2004) 
researched how travel plays a transitional role among mid-life and older tourists. They found that 
‘endings’ (e.g., the end of a particular phase of life such as work or rearing a family) promote travel 
to help an individual to start or end a period of life.  
The third approach, known as the post-hoc satisfaction approach, is defined as ‘an appraisal of a 
recreationist's current image of the recreation experience assessed after the on-site recreation 
activity has occurred’ (Stewart & Hull, 1992, p. 196). This perspective assumes that people are 
mindful of their recreational needs (Mannell & Iso-Ahola, 1987). This approach is commonly 
utilised to examine motivation and elements of satisfaction (Andersen, Prentice, & Watanabe, 2000; 
de Rojas & Camarero, 2008). For example, Andersen et al. (2000) studied the ‘Two-Way Tourism 
21 Program’ of Japanese tourists’ motivations to visit Scotland to identify which aspects of 
experiences satisfy tourists in relation to generic motivations, while de Rojas and Camarero (2008) 
studied the impact of service quality and visitors’ emotions at interpretation centres on visitors’ 
satisfaction. The post-hoc approach has also been used to assess visitors’ experiences and 
experience consumption in recreational settings in general, and museums and built heritage setting 
in particular (Kang et al., 2012; Prentice et al., 1998; Pritchard & Havitz, 2005). One of the 
advantages of this approach is that it focuses on visitors’ immediate response to tourism activities. 
As the current research aims to address visitors’ experiences at a specific heritage site, the post hoc 
approach is considered to be most suited for this study.  
2.3.4.3 Framing‎visitors’‎experience at heritage tourism sites: an insider-outsider dichotomy 
The above discussion addressed the subjective nature of touristic experiences in general, and at 
heritage tourism sites in particular. It also suggests that there is lack of theoretical framework to 
guide our understanding of visitors’ experiences at heritage tourism sites. Here, two frameworks are 
presented and discussed in order to frame our understanding of visitors’ experiences at heritage 
tourism sites.   
The variation in how visitors perceive a particular site, object, or event supports the notion of 
subjective experiences. In his effort to study the phenomenology of place and space, the geographer 
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Relph (1983, p. 47) emphasised that ‘[t]he meanings of place may be rooted in the physical settings 
and objects and activities, but they are not a property of them – rather they are a property of [ones’] 
intentions and experiences’. He argued that ‘it is not just the identity of a place that is important, but 
also the identity that a person or group has with that place, in particular whether they are 
experiencing it as an insider or as an outsider’ (Relph, 1983, p. 45). Relph saw a dialectical 
interrelated relationship between physical appearance, activities, and meaning that constitutes a 
starting point to understand the identity of a place.  
Accordingly, Relph (1976, 1983) formulated two different concepts, 'insideness' and 'outsideness', 
based on one’s level of experience with the place. Insiders gain deeper experiences, Thus, sense of 
place is connected to one’s lived experiences and understanding the intangible spirit of place 
(Relph, 1976). Such understanding arose from ‘narratives of place that are shared among people 
about specific geographical locations’; and thus, a sense of place is seen as ‘[a] shared narratives 
serve culturally to construct a sense of place and, with that, a sense of cultural identity that includes 
some people while excluding others’ (Bird, 2002, pp. 520-521). Those who are excluded are 
outsiders, and tend to regard the place as a setting for activities but little more. Hence, in theory, the 
same touristic place is more likely to be experienced differently by visitors based on the 
classification they may fall in – ‘insideness’ vs. ‘outsideness’. He argued that insiders are likely to 
have ‘existential insideness’ experiences in which they know that the place is part of them and is 
where they belong (Relph, 1983, p. 55). Hence, an insider is more likely to have an intimate, deep 
affective experience. Relph (1983, p. 49) argued that ‘[t]o be inside a place is to belong to it and to 
identify with’. Accordingly, Arabs as visitors who belong and identify with the same cultural 
environment where the site is located are described as insiders, while Westerners as visitors from 
outside the environment are described as outsiders.  
In the same vein, McClinchey and Carmichael (2010) also addressed the subjective relationship 
between visitors’ experiences and their sense of place, in which factors such as social space and 
personal emotions will influence such a relationship. Suvantola (2002) distinguished two types of 
meanings of places within the tourist experience sphere: functional and representational meanings. 
The representational meaning of a place is its public meaning, while the functional meaning is 
‘unashamedly subjective, and illustrates how the intentions toward places define [visitors]’ 
(Suvantola, 2002, p. 132). 
Another supportive view to insider-outsider perspectives is found in Timothy’s (1996) model. In 
1996, Timothy argued that visitors’ experiences vary at heritage sites and that ‘[geographical] scales 
of attractions appeal to different audiences – global, national, local, and personal/individual’ (2011, 
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p. 85). Thus, when international tourists visit a heritage site their experience may differ from locals 
visiting the same site. A global heritage tourism site, such as the Great Wall of China and Pyramids 
of Egypt, are representations of ‘eventful periods of time that have impacted the entire world’ 
(Timothy, 2011, p. 85).  
Heritage sites at a national level are associated with the progress of a nation or cultural group. 
Visitors might also experience a sense of national heritage when they visit a heritage site. Over 
time, a nation and/ or cultural group recollects their memories and history via symbolic heritage 
attractions (Lowenthal, 1975; Tuan, 1975). Thus, visitors might acquire not only historic knowledge 
but also a sense of a nation’s or/ and culture at a heritage site. On a local scale, a heritage tourism 
site can have significant role in the heritage of village, town or a city. Thus, although such site may 
not have strong appeal for an outsider, they are likely to have a strong position to attract local 
visitors. Local heritage tourism sites can convey the past of the local society, a good example of this 
local/ regional scale would be an early historic house or market for a community’s early settlers 
(Timothy, 2011).  
The last scale of heritage tourism site according to Timothy (1997) is personal heritage. It 
represents a heritage site that is associated with familial past and history. In a fast growing modern 
community, individuals become more interested in finding out more about their own roots and 
belongingness (Timothy, 1997; Lowenthal, 1985). In Australia, for instance, the immigration 
museum in Melbourne is a place where many visitors seek and find personal heritage, by re-
discovering the journey their ancestors undertook decades ago to move to Australia.  
Timothy’s (1997) model took tourism research one step forward in that it allowed a more thorough 
understanding of visitors’ experiences at heritage sites, and initiated work to classify heritage 
visitors according to their perceptions of heritage sites. Studies presented in Section 2.2.2 (Poria et 
al. 2006; Poria et al., 2004) supported the notion that visitors to a heritage site will tend to have 
different reasons to visit the site according their perceptions of heritage sites.  
However, the various scales of heritage tourism sites and experiences might overlap. A particular 
heritage site could have a shared legacy attraction for visitors from different countries or cultures 
(Timothy, 1997). Timothy’s (1997) classification of heritage tourism experiences is similar to the 
concept of heritage classified as world, national, local, or personal. In some cases, a world heritage 
site might also be perceived as personal heritage. This particularly applies to heritage sites that have 
religious attributes. For example, while holy places of different religions may be classified as world 
heritage sites, such sites may still evoke personal experiences for a visitor from a different culture 
or country who perceives the site as a place of worship. While Timothy (1997) admits that overlap 
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may occur among his classifications, the nature of such overlap has not yet been addressed. 
Perhaps, because of the challenge of finding a heritage tourism site(s) where these four scales can 
be supported, this model has not been tested in heritage tourism literature.  
Timothy’s model can also be seen from insider-outsider dichotomy. Visitors from inside a 
community or a culture are likely to have memories and previous cognition that enable them to have 
different facets of experiences at their heritage tourism sites compared to outsiders. Thus, 
‘[m]emorials erected in memory of a community’s earliest pioneer efforts … can provide an 
important experience for [insider] to which outsiders may not be able to relate’ (Timothy, 1997, p. 
758).  
The research reviewed to this point illustrates that the touristic experience is an evolving research 
area. Visitors’ experiences are highly subjective in nature and influenced by various factors such as 
pre-visit reasons to visit and on-site facilitators such as interpretation. The next section will discuss 
interpretation and its role in the on-site experience.   
2.4 Heritage Site Interpretation 
The role of interpretation in creating and facilitating visitors’ experiences is acknowledged and 
empirically supported by many scholars (Ballantyne, 1998a; Ballantyne, Packer, & Hughes, 2008; 
Beckman, 1999; Moscardo, 2003; Moscardo, Ballantyne, & Hughes, 2007; Uzzell, 1998b). The 
provision of satisfying and memorable experiences is considered to be vital in gaining a competitive 
advantage in today’s economic conditions (Kim, Ritchie, & McCormick, 2012; Pine & Gilmore, 
2011; Tung & Ritchie, 2011). As research on visitors’ experience continuously highlights the 
subjectivity of experience, interpretation providers and planners need to know and address 
differences with regards to visitors’ preferences for interpretation at heritage sites. It is also 
important to understand the underpinning assumptions of current interpretive practices, and to 
consider whether they are appropriate/ adequate for the variety of experiences sought by visitors.  
2.4.1 Interpretation: Meaning and Principles 
The definition of interpretation can be traced to Tilden (1957), who stated that interpretation was  
‘an educational activity which aims to reveal meanings and relationships through the use of original 
objects, by first-hand experience, and by illustrative media, rather than simply to communicate 
factual information’ (Tilden, 1977, p. 8). The concept has developed significantly over the ensuing 
decades. McArthur (1998) emphasised that interpretation is not just the introduction of factual 
information on signs and brochures; rather it is a means of enriching visitor experiences. He stated 
that:  
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‘Interpretation is not information. It is not a visitor centre, a sign, a brochure or the 
pointing out of attractions as they pop into view. It is not a slide show or role play. These 
are merely techniques… It goes beyond telling people the name of a plant species or the age 
of a building… it provides the foundation for remembering and reliving [experiences]’. 
(McArthur, 1998, p. 63) 
Interpretation Australia (2012) perceived heritage interpretation as ‘a means of communicating 
ideas and feelings which help people understand more about themselves and their environment’. It 
emphasised that interpretation at a heritage site can:  
 Enrich the visitor's experience by making it more meaningful and enjoyable; 
 Assist the visitor to develop a keener awareness, appreciation and understanding of the 
heritage being experienced; 
 Accomplish management objectives by encouraging thoughtful use of the resource by the 
visitor; and 
 Promote public understanding of heritage management organisations and their programs. 
Previous definitions emphasise the role of interpretation in facilitating access to affective and 
cognitive experiences. For example, McArthur (1998) defined interpretation as a medium in which 
visitors’ sought experiences are fulfilled. Moscardo and Ballantyne (2008) identified two different 
approaches in defining interpretation; the first approach defines interpretation as forms, while the 
second approach defines interpretation based on its objectives and is more centred on visitors. They 
defined interpretation as ‘a set of information-focused communication activities, designed to 
facilitate a rewarding visitor experience that encourages visitors to be receptive to a management or 
sustainability message’ (p. 239). Thus, interpretation can be described as the medium that not only 
transfers facts but also facilitates and enhances visitors’ experiences. 
In addition to his initial definition, Tilden (1977, p. 8) provided two additional views on the 
meaning of interpretation: 1) ‘interpretation is the revelation of larger truth that lies behind any 
statement of fact’; and 2) ‘interpretation should capitalise on mere curiosity for the enrichment of 
human mind and spirit’. Enrichment of human mind and spirit is related to an individual’s collective 
life experiences; thus experiences gained at a heritage site fit within this context. Furthermore, 
according to Tilden (1977, p. 8), interpretation that aims to facilitate meaning ‘aims to reveal 
meanings’. Visitors’ meaning acquisition can be directed by their interest/ need; therefore 
understanding what visitors seek should enable interpreters to provide experiences that address their 
needs and wants and accordingly enrich visitors’ experiences.  
59 
 
Tilden (1977) introduced six principles as general guidelines for interpretation at national parks in 
the USA. He emphasised that interpretation should be based on an understanding of visitors’ 
preferences and expectations. Ham (1992) developed four principles (see Table 2.9) that were 
expanded to six by Moscardo et al. (2007). Moscardo et al.’s fifth principle emphasises the 
importance of knowing and respecting visitors, while the sixth principle emphasises identifying the 
different needs of visitors to facilitate interpretation provision at a site and thereby enhance 
experiences. The sixth principle refers to how diverse visitors (e.g., Monolingual English Caucasian 
and African-American) can seek different types of information, with the authors arguing that 
interpretive modes and messages should be responsive to such requirements. Weiler and Black 
(2015) provided seven interpretation principles that are applicable to tour guiding. They pointed to 
the importance of implementing interpretation in ‘culturally relevant way’ (p. 56). Table 2.9 shows 
the development of the principles of interpretation.  
Table ‎2.9: Development of interpretation principles 1970s-2000s  
Principle Explanation 
Tilden’s‎(1977)‎Principles 
 Any interpretation that does not 
somehow relate what is being 
displayed or described to 
something within the personality or 
experience of the visitor will be 
sterile. 
The focus on interpretation development should 
be directed to touch visitors’ personality, ideals 
and experience. 
 Information, as such, is not 
interpretation. Interpretation is 
revelation based upon information. 
But they are entirely different 
things. However, all interpretation 
needs information. 
Interpretation is built on facts, but it simplifies 
and makes them enjoyable without compromising 
the facts themselves.  
 Interpretation is an art, which 
combines many arts, whether the 
materials presented are scientific, 
historical or architectural. Any art 
is in some degree teachable 
Interpretation is an educative tool that should be 
innovatively developed, either in writing or 
speaking, to educate, satisfy and please visitors. 
 The chief aim of interpretation is 
not instruction, but provocation. 
The chief aim of interpretation is to stimulate the 
interest of knowing and/ or to facilitate, rather to 
instruct or feed every piece of information.  
 Interpretation should aim to present 
a whole rather than a part, and must 
address itself to the whole man 
rather than any phase. 
Interpretation should leave a visitor with a whole 
picture about the place or the story, rather than 
providing a mixture of information/ stories that 
leave visitor with doubts.  
 Interpretation addressed to children 
(say, up to the age of 12) should not 
be a dilution of the presentation to 
Interpretation should adopt different approach 
when it targets children that allows them acquire 
the desired outcome from their visit. 
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adults, but should follow a 
fundamentally different approach. 
To be at its best it will require a 
separate programme 
Ham’s‎(1992)‎Principles 
 Interpretation is enjoyable.  It should have elements of fun and include 
learning. 
 Interpretation is relevant.  It should hold meaning for visitors, be personal, 
and linked to visitors’ interests.  
 Interpretation is organised. It should be easy to follow, logically developed, 
and have a limited number of organised ideas. 
 Interpretation has a theme. It should be built around a main point or message 
rather than a specific topic.  
Interpretation principles developed based on Moscardo et al. (2007, pp. 4- 5) 
 Make a personal connection with, 
or be relevant to, the intended 
audience. 
Interpretive content should have meaning and 
personal values that are linked to visitors.  
 Interpretation should provide or 
encourage novel and varied 
experiences 
It aims to provide variety and novelty to maintain 
visitors’ attention and promote their engagement.  
 Be organised with clear, easy to 
follow structures. 
It aims to be eye-catching and provide sequential 
experiences. 
 Interpretation should be based on a 
theme. 
It aims to provide visitor with the clear ‘take-
home’ messages.  
 Interpretation should engage 
visitors in the learning experience 
and encourage them to take control 
of their own learning  
It aims to provide visitors with choices and 
various opportunities to engage in learning 
experiences. It aims to all them to take control and 
personalize their learning experiences.  
 Interpretation should demonstrate 
an understanding of, and respect 
for, the audience.  
It states that visitors are different from each other 
and from interpreters too. Hence, interpretation 
needs to consider these differences and provide 
variety in types and depth.  
Interpretation Principles developed based on Weiler and Black (2015) 
Interpretation via a diversity of 
enjoyable communication 
approaches, activities and 
experiences.  
Interpretation should utilise variety of 
communicative modes/ tools, activities (games, 
conversations) that ensure the creation of 
enjoyable experiences for visitors.  
Interpretation designed to promote 
the use of two or more senses.  
Interpretation should be multi-sensory, i.e. it 
should engage visitors’ senses (touch, taste, 
sound, sight, smell)   
Interpretation designed to facilitate 
individual and group involvement, 
contact or participation.  
Interpretation should promote group interaction. 
Communicating the relevance of an 
object, artefact, landscape or site to 
visitors (including communicating 
in a culturally relevant way). 
Interpretive materials should be relevant to the 
audience. 
Communicating by way of theme or Interpretive content should be organised and 
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message development/ thematic 
interpretation.  
written around specific themes. 
Communicating accurate fact-based 
information that both facilitates 
understanding and provokes 
thinking and meaning-making.  
Interpretation should be accurate, yet it should 
promote visitors to think and enable them to make 
their own meaning.  
Interpretation that makes people 
feel empathy or emotion.  
Interpretation should encourage affective 
responses.  
The above principles are commonly used as a starting point in designing interpretation for built 
heritage sites. Ballantyne (1998b) rightly pointed out that interpretation would face different 
challenges in the new millennium. Indeed, interpreting heritage sites for visitors from different 
cultures is a challenge for many heritage site managers. Although Moscardo et al.’s (2007) 
principles were based on the needs and expectations of Western visitors (Moscardo, 2003), they 
have also been used to design interpretation for different contexts such as sites in South Africa 
(Ballantyne, 2003), and China (Ballantyne, 2003; Xu et al., 2013). However, it has been suggested 
by these researchers that such principles might be limited in these new contexts, and that Western 
concepts and principles of interpretation may not be applicable or appropriate for visitors from 
different cultures.  The next section will discuss the concept of culture and present studies that have 
investigated interpretation in a cross-cultural context.  
2.4.2 Visitors’‎Cultural‎Background‎and Heritage Site Interpretation  
Various definitions of culture emphasise the concept of collectivism, that is, people from similar 
cultural backgrounds tend to have similar norms, ideas, behaviours, and interpretation of 
behaviours. For example, Hofstede (2001, p. 1) viewed culture as a ‘collective programming of the 
mind; it manifests itself not only in values, but also in more superficial ways: in symbols, heroes, 
and rituals.’ Fischer (2009) saw culture as a process of socialisation within specific group members 
in which individuals from an older generation communicate key values, symbols, ideas, and 
knowledge to younger generations.  
The effect of cultural background on touristic consumption is supported by many empirical studies; 
however, further research is encouraged (Dejbakhsh, Arrowsmith, & Jackson, 2011; Reisinger & 
Turner, 2003; Wang & Mattila, 2011). For example, Lee (2000) investigated cross-cultural 
differences in relation to motivations to visit Kyongju World Cultural Expo in South Korea. He 
found that Western tourists were more motivated in terms of exploring new cultures, novelty, and 
event attractions compared to local visitors to the Expo. Dejbakhsh et al. (2011) investigated the 
impact of cultural background on spatial behaviours of tourists at eight attractions in Melbourne, 
Australia. Their results supported the influence of cultural background on tourist behaviours, 
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including movement patterns (visiting single or multiple attractions), length of visit, using transport, 
and travel distance from their accommodation.  
The notion of targeting all visitors with the same strategy, interpretive means, and interpretive 
messages has declined in popularity (Ballantyne, 1998b, 2003; Ballantyne, Packer, & Bond, 2009; 
Moscardo & Ballantyne, 2008; Moscardo et al., 2007; Tilden, 1957, 1977; Uzzell, 1994; Xu et al., 
2013). Rather, it is now widely accepted that visitors’ requirements for interpretation tend to be 
different according to the level of their familiarity with topics related to the site being visited. To 
illustrate, Ballantyne (2003) conducted a study in the District Six Museum in South Africa to 
understand visitors’ experiences in regards to reasons for visiting, learning experiences, and 
emotional experiences. The study found a need to provide ‘scaffolded interpretation’ to enable 
visitors with less knowledge and background about the history related to the museum to make 
meaning, facilitate learning, and create affective experiences. For instance, international visitors 
tended to seek more information about the impact of Apartheid on people’s lives in South Africa, 
whereas local visitors (whether they had a personal connection or were from the same environment) 
did not need further information to enable them to understand the issues, incorporate their 
experiences into their day-to-day lives, and arouse their emotions.  
Likewise, in his study on visitors’ experience at Cape Coast Castle in Ghana, Austin (2002) found 
that visitors from different cultural backgrounds showed dissimilarities in what they were looking 
for in their visit. Caucasian visitors wanted to learn basic facts about Cape Coast Castle (a former 
slave trading site), events that happened at the site that related to their own history, and other 
general events that related to community history. African-American visitors, on the other hand, 
sought to learn about the emotionally painful aspects of slave trading and general historic events 
that related to the site. Austin commented that ‘it would seem therefore that visitor expectations of 
the site will differ, depending on the visitor’s understanding of the known prior knowledge about 
the site and thus the need for variety but consistency in visitor learning experiences at the site’ 
(Austin, 2002, p. 452). Therefore, understanding the differences among visitors from different 
cultural backgrounds in terms of leisure learning experiences is vital to enhance visitors’ 
experiences and overall satisfaction.  
Poria, Biran, and Reichel (2009) studied the interpretation preferences of Jewish visitors at the 
Wailing Wall and attempted to link visitors’ motivations to interpretation preferences. Based on 166 
questionnaires, the results showed that:  
 Interpretation is an important factor in forming visitor experiences at a religious heritage 
site; 
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 Visitors prefer to have customised interpretation that meets their interest and 
preferences; 
 Visitors use interpretation not only for education but also for emotional involvement; 
and  
 Visitors at religious heritage sites are not only ‘heritage visitors’; rather they express 
interest in knowing about other cultures, religious, and ethnic groups.  
The above study was limited to a site that has symbolic religious meaning. In light of this, Poria et 
al. (2009) suggested that further research be carried out on sites that hold no paramount symbolic 
meaning to support or reject such findings.  
Recently, Xu et al. (2013) questioned if a scientific or Western approach to interpretation could 
satisfy Chinese tourists’ interpretive needs at a natural landscape in the Danxia Shan National 
Natural Reserve and Geo-Park. Their paper highlighted that the Chinese visitors’ way of 
approaching the natural landscape could be described as aesthetic rather than cognitive. 
Unstructured observation and informal interviews with visitors were utilised to collect the data. 
Results revealed that Chinese visitors exhibited different needs with regard to interpretive 
experiences. The Chinese ways of thinking, religious teaching, and cultural factors in general are 
critical in forming an understanding of their desired experiences. For example, Chinese visitors 
were inspired by a well-known poem in Chinese culture to make their way to the top of the 
mountain. Accordingly, while walking the route to the top of mountain, Chinese visitors rarely 
stopped to enjoy the scenic view or to read the interpretive signs.  
Subsequent studies have supported Xu et al.’s (2013) findings. For example, in their attempt to 
explore cultural similarities and differences between international and Chinese visitors in relation to 
interpretive motivations, preferences, and perceptions at Chinese heritage sites, Ballantyne et al. 
(2014) used a survey method and collected 94 questionnaires from international visitors and 277 
from Chinese visitors. For Chinese visitors, it was found that a heritage site should be an important 
and famous icon of a country’s heritage. Chinese visitors had significantly higher preferences than 
international visitors for directional signage, value for money, audio tours, seating, educational 
materials to take home, guided tours, and information panels/signs; whereas international visitors 
placed significantly more importance than did Chinese visitors on displays and interpretive 
facilities. Further, Chinese visitors appeared to prefer interpretive topics that were anthropocentric. 
In other words, it was found that they were more interested than international visitors in interpretive 
content designed around legends, stories, and traditions.  
Recently, Packer, Ballantyne, and Hughes (2014) investigated the similarities and differences in 
visitors’ attitudes toward nature, environmental issues, and animals in Chinese and Australians 
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visiting a nature-based island resort in Queensland, Australia. A total of 258 Australian and 267 
Chinese completed the survey. The authors’ findings suggested that, compared to Australian 
visitors, Chinese visitors were more likely to have a greater sense of connection with and to spend 
time in nature, and had less interaction with pets. Further, and consistent with previous studies, 
Chinese visitors hold instrumental/ anthropocentric views of nature. However, Packer et al. called 
for caution in interpreting reported differences as cultural differences, as different reasons might 
have been at play. These include the findings that Chinese respondents on average held more higher 
education degrees than did the Australian respondents, and that the Chinese were part of organised 
tour groups while the Australians tended to be on independent short trips. Unlike the Australians 
who were in a familiar environment, the Chinese in this study were on long-haul trips to experience 
a new environment.   
At the introduction to Section 2.4.2, principles of interpretation were introduced. It has been pointed 
out by many researchers that these principles are theoretically and predominantly built around 
motivations, preferences, and interests of visitors from Western societies (Moscardo, 2003; Xu et 
al., 2013). Often, Western approaches to interpretation are a combination of elements of 
information, understanding, appreciation, and persuasion (Xu et al., 2013). To illustrate, ‘one of the 
principal theories in interpretation is embedded with Tilden’s dictum: through interpretation, 
understanding; through understanding, appreciation; through appreciation, protection’ (Uzzell, 
1998a, p. 12).  
However, and as indicated above, current Western-based principles of interpretation might need 
further development to address preferences and interests of visitors from different cultural 
backgrounds. Xu et al. (2013) indicated that a purely ‘scientific’ approach to interpreting an 
environmental tourism attraction might not correspond to Chinese visitors’ interests and 
preferences. Xu and her colleagues drew our attention to the difference between Western and 
Eastern aesthetics and its implication in designing interpretive experiences for a mixed audience of 
Western and Eastern tourists. Western aesthetics tend to be associated with truth, knowledge, and 
beauty, whereas ‘Chinese aesthetics follow rules and methods in attaining enlightenment (Wu) and 
emphasise naturalness and regularity’ (Xu et al. 2013, p. 2). This argument is supported by a New 
Zealand study by Fountain et al. (2011, p. 71) that found that Chinese tourists in their study were 
more focused than Western tourists ‘on the opportunities to learn about Maori stories and legends’ 
when they visited the country. Therefore, it was suggested that interpretation at natural sites should 
include memories and stories such as poems and philosophies to capture Chinese visitors’ attention 
and boost their level of appreciation of a landscape (further details of this study are provided in 
Section 2.2.2.2). 
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Drawing on the constructivist theory of learning, it can be argued that visitors construct their on-site 
experiences based on previous cognition, for instance, ways of thinking and memories. Visitors do 
not passively attend to interpretation; rather, they actively choose to respond to interpretation that 
interests them. Research on visitors’ motivations and preferences from a non-Western perspective 
in relation to visiting free-choice learning settings such as heritage sites and natural attractions has 
suggested the need for further development of the theoretical assumptions underlying current 
interpretation principles. Given this, it is important to explore the appropriateness of current 
Western-based heritage interpretation principles in meeting the interests and preferences of new 
emerging markets such as the Arab travel market. 
To summarise, interpretation is perceived to be an important part of the heritage tourism experience 
and has a vital role in facilitating visitors’ experiences at heritage sites. However, interpretive 
practices are predominantly based on Western principles (Moscardo, 2003), and these might not 
meet the needs of visitors from different cultures. Leaders in the interpretation field have constantly 
highlighted the importance of understanding visitors’ needs, motivations, expectations, and on-site 
experiences in order to enable effective interpretation provision (Ballantyne, 1998b, 2003; 
Ballantyne et al., 2009; Ham, 1992; Uzzell, 1994; Xu et al., 2013). Considering cultural differences 
in reactions to interpretation is also likely to be important.    
2.5 Research Issues Emerging From Current Literature 
Throughout the review of the literature, the movement toward experiential consumption of heritage 
tourism has been observed. In order to facilitate such experiences, tourism heritage site managers 
need to identify visitors’ reasons for visiting heritage sites, their expectations, and their preferences 
(Ballantyne, 2003; Moscardo, 2003; Sheng & Chen, 2012). For example, Poria et al. (2006) called 
for further research on what motivates people to visit built heritage sites that do not hold World 
Heritage List status and have no paramount symbolic meaning, while McKercher (2002) advocated 
further research on heritage tourism visitor motivations within different cultural contexts. Most 
studies on visitors’ reasons for visiting built heritage sites focus on Western visitors, with some 
research targeting Chinese visitors. However, very little research has addressed these issues in an 
Arab context.  
As the literature on heritage tourism experiences has highlighted the subjectivity of visitors’ 
experiences, Relph’s (1983) insideness and outsideness framework may help to further our 
understanding of visitors’ experiences at a heritage site. Findings that emerged from Ballantyne’s 
(2003) study on District Six Museum in South Africa support the notion of insider-outsider 
perspectives. In Ballantyne’s study, it appears that international visitors (outsiders) needed more 
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information to enable them to make meaning of the displays on the Apartheid system, whereas 
locals (insiders) had a wealth of collective memories and cognition that enabled them to 
successfully assimilate and make meaning of interpretive content and displays. Hence, it seems 
plausible to argue that visitors from the culture in which the heritage site is located are likely to seek 
different experiences from outsiders when visiting the same heritage site.  
It is commonly agreed that interpretation is an important tool at heritage sites; however, current 
interpretation principles are predominantly built around Western visitors’ motivations and 
preferences. Many researchers have called for further cross-cultural research to identify differences 
in interpretive requirements (Moscardo, 2003; Xu et al., 2013). Accordingly, the present research 
aims to contribute to the development of interpretive experiences guidelines beyond a Western-
centred perspective, specifically in the context of the Arab World. In addition to visitors’ pre-visit 
predispositions, the study will obtain post-visit perceptions of on-site experiences and interpretation 
to enhance our understanding of what happens on-site, and to inform the provision of on-site 
interpretive experiences (Ballantyne & Uzzell, 1999; Van Dijk & Weiler, 2009). 
To address the above research issue and drawing on related literature, this study utilises the 
conceptual framework shown in Figure 2.4. Based on the theories discussed in the literature, this 
conceptual framework is displayed diagrammatically (Creswell, 2012; Pearce, 2012). The model 
conceptualises the possible impact of cultural background on visitors’ pre-visit factors, as well as on 
their post-visit perceptions. The importance of understanding visitors’ motivations, expectations, 
and preferences to understand sought experiences is acknowledged and discussed in the literature 
(Ballantyne, 1998a, 2003; Ballantyne et al., 2008; Falk, 2006; Falk & Dierking, 2000; Moscardo et 
al., 2007; Packer & Ballantyne, 2002; Uzzell, 1998b; Xu et al., 2013).  
The literature review has also shown that recent definitions of ‘experience’ refer to the importance 
of the co-creation concept, that is, on-site experiences are formed by what visitors bring with them 
as well as what they find at the site. Furthermore, recent research has suggested that there are likely 
to be cultural differences in respect to visitors’ preferences for experiences and interpretation in 
relation to their visit to heritage sites. In this regard, it is highlighted in the literature that Western-
centred principles may not be appropriate and may not appeal equally to visitors from different 
cultures. Therefore, it is important for heritage tourism management to consider possible cultural 
differences when designing on-site experiences and interpretation for visitors from different cultural 
backgrounds. Hence, it is reasonable to argue that by addressing cultural similarities and differences 
of visitors’ pre-visit motivations, expectations, and preferences, and post-visit perceptions of their 
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visit, heritage tourism management should be able to provide heritage experiences and 
interpretation that are more inclusive and culturally appropriate.  
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Figure ‎2.4: Conceptual Framework 
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Chapter 3 Methodology  
3.0 Overview and Structure of the Chapter 
This study investigates visitors’ reasons for visiting, expectations, preferences, and perceptions in 
relation to their visit to a heritage tourism site in Oman. This study is guided by three main aims:  
1. Explore similarities and differences between Arab and Western visitors’ reasons for visiting, 
expectations, preferences and perceptions in relation to on-site experiences and 
interpretation at an Arab heritage site.  
2. Identify the interpretive needs of the two cultural groups using Importance-Performance 
Analysis.  
3. Develop guidelines for interpretive practices at Arab heritage sites.  
The research methodology provides in-depth details about how this research was conducted. This 
chapter comprises four main sections: underpinning philosophical paradigm, study site, research 
design, and procedure and participants.  
3.1 Underpinning Philosophical Paradigm 
Prior to conducting research, it is important to identify a research paradigm. A research paradigm 
refers to ‘a set of propositions that explain how the world is perceived; it contains a worldview, a 
way of breaking down the complexity of the real world, telling researchers what is important, what 
is legitimate, what is reasonable’ (Sarantakos, 2005, p. 30). A paradigm describes three basic 
principles: ontology, epistemology, and methodology of the research. Ontology refers to how reality 
is viewed, epistemology refers to the relation between knower and reality (subjective or objective), 
and methodology refers to the methods that the inquirer uses to collect data.  
The earliest paradigm to be postulated is positivism. It is seen as ‘scientific’ and has a very rigorous 
proposition in terms of approaching reality and knowledge. This paradigm stresses that social 
sciences can only be approached via the law of causality relation; it needs to be free of researcher/s 
values, and is concerned only with knowledge that is empirical, observable, and able to be proved 
(Sarantakos, 2005). According to this paradigm, human behaviours follow the same pattern 
regardless of time and environment. Ontologically, positivism sees reality as existing ‘out there’ 
and ruled by unchangeable laws of nature that follow cause-effect relations. Epistemologically, 
positivism realises that knowledge can only be acquired in an objective way, and that social laws 
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are separated from social actors. Methodologically, positivism employs structured questionnaires 
and experiments within controllable conditions (Bryman, 2008; Guba, 1990; Neuman, 2006) and 
investigations are normally replicated for further development of social laws.   
The post-positivism paradigm was described by Bryman (1980) ‘as a modified version of 
positivism’ (Guba, 1990, p. 20). The post-positivist paradigm rejects the notion of acquiring 
absolute truth; rather, it approaches knowledge with realism and states that the ultimate truth cannot 
be revealed. Thus, it can only be relatively interpreted (Guba, 1990). Ontologically, post-positivists 
understand that while reality is ‘out there’, it cannot be fully realised by the inquirer. 
Epistemologically, post-positivism considers objectivity to be an ideal condition that can be only 
approximated. Methodologically, post-positivism is characterised by conducting research within 
social settings using different ways of surveying (Guba, 1990; Jennings, 2001). Post-positivism 
follows the notion of critical realism that implies a researcher can reasonably approach objectivity, 
but that this objectivity cannot be completely captured.  
In attempts to reject the naïve realism and its claiming of definitive objectivity, new philosophical 
paradigms emerged which can be categorised under a general term of post-modern–paradigms such 
as interpretivism, constructivism, feminism, critical theory, and pragmatism. The essence of these 
paradigms is that they ‘inevitably reflect the values of their human constructors’ (Guba, 1990, p.23). 
Guba (1990) believed that constructivism emerged from the post-modernism movement. 
Constructivists believe that reality is socially constructed, and hence there are multiple constructed 
realities (Azzopardi & Nash, 2014; Guba, 1990). A major criticism of the constructivism paradigm 
is that it is relatively rigid, and thus does not often depart from defined theory. Instead, its adopters 
aim to inductively generate interrelated meanings that may lead to a new theory (Creswell, 2014). 
The current research is positioned within the post-positivism paradigm. Post-positivism rejects the 
positivist argument that claims that laws of human behaviour are expected to be valid regardless of 
time or culture (Neuman, 2011). As this study aims to enrich our understanding by exploring 
cultural similarities and difference of visitors’ reasons for visiting, expectations, and preferences in 
relation to visiting heritage sites, post-positivism is deemed to provide an appropriate philosophical 
stance which accepts variations in human behaviours within different cultures. It also provides a 
methodological stance for this study to collect data quantitatively and qualitatively to achieve the 
research aims. The following sections describe the setting and rationale for the study. 
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3.2 Tourism in Oman 
The Sultanate of Oman is sited in the extreme south-east of the Arabian Peninsula, and occupies an 
area of 309,500 square kilometres with sand and deserts constituting the largest part of its landmass 
at around 82% (Ministry of Information, 2011). Its latitudes fall between 16˚40' and 26˚20' north, 
and longitudes 51˚50' and 59˚40' east. Oman has borders with three countries: to the west with 
United Arab Emirates and Kingdom of Saudi Arabia, and to the south with Republic of Yemen. 
Oman also overlooks Hormuz Strait to the north (Ministry of Information, 2011). According to the 
last census in 2010, the total population of Oman was 2,773,479 people, comprising 1,957,336 
Omanis and 816,143 expatriates (Ministry of National Economy, 2010).  
In an effort to diversify its national income resource, the Oman government is now paying greater 
attention to the tourism industry at both national planning and development levels. In 1995, the 
Omani Government formed Oman 2020 Vision. This Vision clearly states the importance of the 
tourism industry as a new economic driver, and aims for new economic diversification. In 1995, 
tourist arrival numbers were small in Oman; however, since 2004 tourist arrivals have rapidly 
increased (Ministry of Economic, 2010). This may be attributed to the increased focus on the 
tourism sector by the Omani government, which aims to increase tourism’s contribution to GDP to 
not less than 3% of the total national income by 2020 (Ministry of Economic, 1995).  
The attention that the Omani government now gives to the tourism industry can be traced back to 
the mid-1990s, when the government established the Directorate General of Tourism in the Ministry 
of Commerce and Industry. By targeting the tourism sector, the Omani government aimed to 
diversify its economic resources by decreasing reliance on the oil and gas industry (Ministry of 
Information, 2006; Sharpley, 2002). Government attention on the tourism industry rapidly 
increased, and in 2002 the Omani government formed the first tourism law in which it outlined 
guidelines and procedures to practice and operate tourism businesses. In 2004, the Omani 
government established the Ministry of Tourism. The Vision that the Ministry of Tourism is trying 
to achieve is that ‘Tourism will facilitate economic diversification, preservation of cultural integrity 
and protection of the environment of the Sultanate of Oman’ (Ministry of Tourism, 2012). The 
Ministry is guided by two main aims: 1) to enable tourism to ‘facilitate economic diversification, 
preservation of cultural integrity and protection of the environment of the Sultanate of Oman’; and 
2) to develop tourism ‘as an important and sustainable socio-economic sector of the Sultanate of 
Oman in a manner that reflects the Sultanate's historic, cultural and natural heritage and ethos of 
traditional hospitality’ (Ministry of Tourism, 2012) .  
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As a result of the Omani government’s effort, the arrival number of tourists has increased in Oman. 
It received more than 1.5 million visitors in 2008 compared to one million in 2004, with the 
majority of the arrivals being from neighbouring countries (World Tourism Organization, 2012).  
3.2.1 Heritage Tourism Products in Oman 
Oman is known for its rich history, as it is one of the oldest countries in the Middle East. This is 
apparent in the richness of its heritage buildings, which Turner (2009) pointed to as a competitive 
advantage. The tangible heritage sites in Oman include spectacular forts, castles, and old buildings 
such as houses and stores. Some of these forts and castles are now being utilised as tourist 
attractions in different governorates.  
According to Zarins (2001), and Cleuziou (2002), human settlement in Oman dates to the end of the 
5th and early 4th CE, with some excavations showing that human settlement in Oman dates to the 
Bronze Age (Potts, 1990) and the Iron Age (Potts, 1985). Further excavations in Ras Al- Hamra in 
the capital Muscat are expected to date from the Palaeolithic period (Cleuziou, 2002; Zarins, 2001). 
Some of these archaeological sites have gained World Heritage Listed status, including Bahla Fort 
in the interior governorate.  
According to the Ministry of Tourism (2011), forts and castles in Oman have much to offer visitors 
in addition to their architectural beauty, including information on their history, traditions, and 
customs, and offering various types of experiences. Thus, visitors are not only exposed to the 
beauty of buildings and scientific facts, but are also provided with opportunities to experience and 
learn about the history of the area and Oman in general. According to the Ministry of Information 
(2012), there are more than 500 forts and castles in Oman (Ministry of Information, 2012). In 1999, 
there was a Royal directive to transfer the stewardship of a number of forts and castles from the 
Ministry of Heritage and Culture to the General Directorate of Tourism in order to transform some 
of these sites into tourism products. Currently, the Ministry of Tourism stewards 23 forts and castles 
in different governorates across the country (Ministry of Tourism, 2011).   
Forts and castles are considered one of main heritage tourist attractions in Oman, with many tour 
operators including these sites in their promotional packages and clients’ itineraries. For example, 
most tours in the interior or southern areas of Oman will have either Nizwa Fort (interior 
governorate) or Nakal Fort (Al Batinah South Governorate) on their itineraries. According to the 
Ministry of Tourism (2011), in 2010 around 201,566 visitors visited forts and castles in Oman (see 
Table 3.1).  
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Table ‎3.1: Visitor numbers to Forts and Castles in Oman  
Year 
Less than 
12 years 
old 
Omanis 
Official 
Visitors  
Tourists Residents  Students  Total  
2005 12622 31971 1865 86406 16788 27086 176738 
2006 15118 35972 4370 103762 16910 27003 203135 
2007 17535 39027 2580 105671 17122 25570 207505 
2008 15086 33051 2347 119708 19600 26525 216317 
2009 20656 29533 1893 102677 20001 21475 196235 
2010 19258 32791 2197 102116 19331 25873 201566 
2011 14039 23798 2064 100223 17660 19044 176828 
Ministry of Tourism (2011) 
It was decided to conduct this research at Nizwa Fort for the following reasons:  
1. Heritage sites are considered to provide a competitive advantage for Oman’s tourism 
products offerings (Turner, 2009). According to the Ministry of Tourism, forts are highly 
appealing to visitors and are among the most frequently visited sites in Oman (Ministry of 
Tourism, 2011).  
2. Fort sites in Oman are visited by the two main markets, that is, Western and Arab visitors. 
The breakdown of visitors’ profiles to Oman shows that visitors from Western and Arab 
countries dominate (World Tourism Organization, 2012). As this study aims to explore the 
differences between Western and Arab visitors in relation to reasons for visiting, 
expectations, and preferences for on-site experiences and interpretation, as well as post-visit 
perceptions of on-site interpretive experiences, Oman’s forts are perceived to be good sites 
for obtaining the required samples.  
3. The researcher was able to access Nizwa Fort. Through his work experience as a freelance 
tour guide at the fort over two years (including guidance service at Nizwa Fort), the 
researcher has had direct contact with tourism authorities.  
4. The researcher is from Oman and therefore has cultural understanding of, and insights into, 
the Omani culture.  
3.2.1.1 Nizwa Fort 
Nizwa Fort is considered to be an important heritage site in Oman and is the main heritage 
attraction for visitors in the interior region of Oman (Ministry of Information, 2008, 2011). During 
the 17th century, this fort was the most important building in Oman (Ministry of Information, 
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2005), as Nizwa town was the capital of Oman during that time and the site was the administrative 
building. After 12 years of construction, the fort was completed in 1668 AD. Renovated between 
1990 to 1995, Nizwa Fort is known as the biggest fort in the Arabian peninsula (Ministry of 
Information, 2005). In addition, its circular shape makes it different from other forts. Its central 
tower, interior design, and various rooms have been used for different social and governmental 
purposes, and particular events that have occurred within the space of this fort distinguish it from 
other forts within Oman.  
Due to Nizwa town’s intermittent role as Oman’s capital for many Omani rulers (known as Imams 
in Oman’s history), the history and heritage related to Nizwa Fort is integral to the history of the 
nation (Al Zubair, 2013). Locationally, the site allowed its occupants to exercise surveillance over 
the in and out flow of trade as well as the main water sources – Falaj Daris and its surrounding oasis 
of date palm trees.  
The site can be divided into two main parts – the castle (husin) and fort (qala). The latter is the most 
recent (built during the 17th century), while the former is older and designed primarily for 
administrative and residential life purposes. Indeed, the castle is believed to predate the fort by 
many centuries, with some researchers claiming that it predates the Islamic era (AL Zubair, 2012; 
Ministry of Tourism, 2013).   
Current interpretation practice at Nizwa Fort 
As mentioned, many heritage sites in Oman have been transformed into visitor attractions, with 
Nizwa Fort being one of the first forts in Oman to be transformed into a heritage tourism product. In 
2000, the management of Nizwa Fort was handed over to the Directorate General of Tourism, and 
in 2004 to the Ministry of Tourism; previously it was managed by the Ministry of Heritage and 
Culture. Since 2004, the Ministry for Tourism has adopted a more conservation management 
approach
7
, with visitors able to access the site on payment of an entry fee (adult access fee is around 
US $3). In order to enhance visitors’ experiences, tourism authorities developed interpretation in 
Nizwa Fort.  
It was observed by the researcher that the current interpretation in Nizwa Fort applies a tangible 
site-based approach, with the interpretation focusing on scientific or some historical information. In 
order to verify this observation, the researcher met with a team member of the developer of the 
                                                            
7 The majority of Omani heritage sites, specifically forts and castles, are not open to the public. Nizwa Fort, 
along with few other forts/ castles, however, is open for visitors with a small entry fee. The management 
focus is on conservation rather than on visitors.  
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interpretation project at Nizwa Fort. As a result of this meeting, the interpretation projects can be 
summarised in the following points:  
 At the entrance, a room includes different pictures and a screen that displays pictures about 
old mosques (Masjeds) from around Nizwa town.  
 Within the fort, an exhibition hall has been developed (the former prison area of the site) 
which includes rich information accompanied by displays and pictures. Full details of the 
display hall offerings are presented in Appendix A. 
 Most of the rooms within the forts are also used as display rooms for material that is related 
to Nizwa Fort.  
Based on the researcher’s observations and clarification from the Ministry of Tourism, it can be 
argued that the current interpretation practice in Nizwa Fort is a site-based approach, that is, it 
provides factual information about the site as well as brief historical background, displays materials, 
and provides a ‘time corridor’ that traces the geological development of Oman and presents human 
milestones in different areas of the world (all interpretive signs are in Arabic and English). 
However, the literature reviewed in Chapter 2 has observed that provision of experience and 
interpretation should be directed towards visitors’ interests and consider visitors as active learners. 
Therefore, one of this study’s aims is to provide heritage management in Oman with other 
perspectives that could lead to the enhancement of visitors’ on-site experiences at Nizwa Fort and 
similar sites.  
3.3 Research Design 
A research design provides a plan that guides a researcher throughout the processes of research. 
Bryman (2008, p. 31) noted that ‘a research design provides a framework for the collection and 
analysis of data’. As this study aims to investigate visitors’ pre-visit reasons for visiting, 
expectations, and preferences, as well as to explore their post-visit perceptions of their visit to a 
heritage site, a survey method was deemed to be an appropriate design to utilise. 
A research survey design is defined as research where ‘data are collected predominantly by 
questionnaire or by structured interview on more than one case (usually quite a lot more than one) 
… in order to collect a body of quantitative or quantifiable data in connection with two or more 
variables (usually many more than two), which are then examined to detect patterns of association’ 
(Bryman, 2008, p. 46). A research survey design is used to identify trends in data and learn about 
the population. By using surveys, researchers can ask respondents about their motivations, attitudes, 
intentions, and awareness (Malhotra, 2007). Furthermore, surveys allow researchers to explore 
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respondents’ post-visit perceptions of their visit.  For instance, Veal (2006, p. 247) noted that 
‘managers mostly want to enhance and maximise the quality of the experience enjoyed by their 
visitors: it may not be criticism of specific features [instead] it is users’ overall evaluation of 
experience’.  
Using survey methods allows researchers to collect data quantitatively (closed-ended questions) or 
qualitatively (open-ended questions) (Burns, 1997; Malhotra, 2007). Quantitatively, surveys enable 
researchers to establish numeric trends, numerically correlate variables, and test propositions. 
Qualitatively, surveys allow researchers to comprehend the meaning of events in terms of visitors’ 
own descriptions.  
Figure 3.1 illustrates the phases that were adopted in the current thesis. Once the study’s aims were 
set, the researcher revisited the literature to inform survey development. This was followed by 
expert validation for the instrument (further details in section 3.4.7). After validation, the survey 
was translated into Arabic to increase the response rate amongst Arab groups. Before the main data 
collection, the researcher checked the data collection procedures and translation via a survey 
pretesting stage. This was followed by the main data collection. Once the data collection was 
completed, the data entry and analysis were carried out. The aim of this study is to investigate the 
reasons for visiting, expectations, preferences and perceptions of Western and Arab visitors in 
relation to their visit to an Omani heritage tourism site in Oman. Closed-ended and open-ended 
questions were adopted to explore similarities and differences between the two cultural groups. 
Further, by inviting visitors to respond to open-ended questions, areas of differences between the 
two groups are allowed to emerge, which also reduces limitations imposed by close-ended 
questions.  
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3.4 Procedures and Participants  
This section describes the procedures followed in executing the current research.  
3.4.1 Scaling and Measurement  
In designing questionnaires, researchers need to specify the type of scale that is going to be used. 
Commonly, there are four scales: nominal, ordinal, interval, and ratio (Malhotra, 2007). Nominal 
scales offer a way to identify and classify data; for instance, asking a respondent about their cultural 
background or country of origin is a nominal scale. Ordinal scales offer a way to order objects in 
light of respondents’ preferences without magnitude differences between objects. Interval scales 
offer a way of measuring magnitude differences between objects, and are used to measure concepts, 
attitudes, and opinions. Ratio scales offer a way to identify, classify, rank, and compare intervals of 
objects by using an absolute zero point (Malhotra, 2007). These scales are commonly used in social 
Figure: ‎3.1: Outline of the research design for this study 
Survey development  
On-site survey-questionnaire 
implementation  
Pre-visit 
Post-visit 
Aims  
Questionnaire Analysis  
Discussion and guidelines  
 Explore similarities and 
differences between Arab and 
Western visitors’ reasons for 
visiting, expectations, 
preferences and perceptions in 
relation to on-site experiences 
and interpretation at an Arab 
heritage site. 
 Identify the interpretive needs 
of the two cultural groups 
using Importance-Performance 
Analysis. 
 Develop guidelines for 
interpretive practices at an Arab 
heritage site. 
Expert validation  
Translation   
Pre-test  
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research; however, adjustment for each scale can be made to satisfy a particular research 
requirement (Malhotra, 2007).  
Two main scales are employed in this study that will enable the exploration of research aims, that 
is, nominal and interval. Most research adopts nominal scales in order to identify respondents’ 
demographic profiles, and this study will do the same. Interval scales are used to measure individual 
attitudes towards and opinions about a specific concept (Malhotra, 2007). Interval scales are metric 
measurements used to measure the level or amount of variance among respondents on a particular 
concept or attribute (Hair et al., 2006; Malhotra, 2007).  
Likert-type scales are employed to measure interval scale questions in this study. Likert scales are 
commonly used rating scales that involve participants indicating their level of agreement or 
disagreement with a series of statements that relate to a specific construct (Malhotra, 2007). The 
widespread use of this type of scale is attributed to its advantages, that is, it is easy to administer 
and easily understood by respondents (Malhotra, 2007). In particular, researchers commonly 
employ Likert scales to measure visitors’ motivation and experiences (Beh & Bruyere, 2007; de 
Rojas & Camarero, 2008; Li & Cai, 2012; Poria et al., 2001, 2003, 2004; Poria, Butler, & Airey, 
2006a; Poria et al., 2006b).  
3.4.2 Survey 
Using on-site surveys is one of the most effective and commonly used methods in the tourism 
research sphere (Jennings, 2001; Veal, 2006). On-site questionnaires can be self-administered or 
administered by the researcher. This research used self-administered questionnaires, because these 
enable researchers to maximise the number of respondents answering the questions at any one time 
and also reduce the research budget (Bryman, 2008; Malhotra, 2007). While self-administered 
questionnaires have been criticised because investigators cannot always be sure about who 
completed the questionnaire (Malhotra, 2007), this potential problem was overcome in this study as 
the researcher was present when the questionnaires were completed.  
The questionnaire used in this study has both closed and open-ended questions (see Appendix B). 
Closed-ended questions refer to questions that offer respondents fixed alternatives and require them 
to choose the most appropriate answer that represents their condition or opinion. Closed-ended 
questions are the most commonly used type of question in questionnaires because they are easy to 
process, administer, and code, and offer statistically comparable data.  
As mentioned, this study aims to investigate visitors’ pre-visit reasons for visiting, expectations, 
and preferences for on-site experiences and interpretation, and explores visitors’ post-visit 
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perceptions of their on-site experiences and interpretation. Four pre-visit variables are included in 
the pre-visit questionnaire: reasons for visiting; expectations of on-site experiences; preferences for 
on-site interpretive methods; and preferences for interpretive content. In the post-visit 
questionnaire, there are three variables: perceptions of on-site experiences; perceptions of on-site 
interpretive methods; and perceptions of on-site topics for interpretation.  
The adoption of existing questions is an accepted practice in conducting research (Bryman, 2008). 
Various scales have been used in prior research to address the above constructs; thus, this study has 
benefited from existing scales from the relevant literature, with modifications made when required 
to fit the context of this study. Using existing questions that have been previously tested in different 
studies is considered good practice for two reasons: 1) it allows the researcher to compare her/his 
results with previous studies; and 2) it enhances the validity and reliability of the instrument 
(Bryman, 2008). 
The first construct is visitors’ reasons for visiting to visit a heritage site (see Appendix C). As 
discussed in the literature, visitors have various motivations to visit heritage sites. These 
motivations include: personal motivations such as taking a day out for relaxation or recreation and 
sightseeing (Chen, 1998; Chen et al., 2001; Poria et al., 2004, 2006a; Poria et al., 2006b); visiting a 
heritage site for learning purposes (Ballantyne, 2003; Chen, 1998; Packer & Ballantyne, 2002; Poria 
et al., 2009; Poria et al., 2004, 2006a; Poria et al., 2006b; Xu et al., 2013); affective related 
motivations such as emotional involvement and connecting with one’s own heritage (Kang et al., 
2012; McIntosh, 1997; Prentice et al., 1998); and spiritual reward and desire to pray (Poria et al., 
2006a).  
In 2004, Packer developed a scale to understand visitors’ motivations in relation to their visits to 
free-choice learning settings such as heritage tourism sites. This current study has adopted Packer’s 
(2004) scale, as it offers five subscales that appear to capture the wide range of motivations 
mentioned in the literature. This scale has been used and tested in terms of reliability and validity in 
a number of different studies. These include investigating visitors’ motivations at botanic gardens 
(Ballantyne et al., 2008), and motivations to visit wildlife settings (Ballantyne, Packer, & Falk, 
2011). The scale measures five main categories (Packer, 2006b):  
 Passive enjoyment: motives that are related to being entertained, happy, and pleasantly 
occupied;  
 Learning and discovery: motives that are related to learning and discovering new things;  
 Personal development: motives related to self-development through thinking about one’s 
values;  
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 Social contact: motives related to spending time socialising with family or friends; and  
 Restoration: motives related to relaxation and recovery from daily stress.  
Additionally, identity-related motivations (Falk & Storksdieck, 2010) were included in the survey 
to explore visitors’ main reason to visit the site. Section 2.2.2 discusses identity-related motivations 
to visit free-choice learning settings. It has been suggested that this model has instrumental 
limitations; however, Rowe and Nickels (2011) pointed out that using identity-related motivations 
along with other scales would inform our understanding of visitors’ reasons to visit and subsequent 
behaviours (further discussion is available in Section 2.2.2). Five motivations were listed for 
respondents’ consideration; however, they were asked to tick only one reason. These reasons were: 
 Facilitator: I came here to bring a friend or family member; 
 Recharger: I came because it helps me feel at peace;   
 Explorer: I came here to learn or discover something new; 
 Experience seeker: I came here to see a famous attraction; and 
 Hobbyist: I came here because I have a particular interest in Oman’s cultural heritage. 
The primary aim of including both tools in the current study was to ensure a clearer understanding 
of visitors’ reasons for visiting by using different measures, and to identify any differences between 
the two groups in relation to their reasons to visit the site. In fact, earlier discussion in the literature 
had suggested that the use of both scales widens our understanding of visitors’ reasons for visiting 
an interpretive setting, as well as eliminates the limitations of the identity-related model (Rowe & 
Nickels, 2011 Packer, 2004; Falk, 2006).  
Table 3.2 presents means scores on each motivational factor according to identity-related segments. 
One-way ANOVA was undertaken to determine the extent to which motivational factors were 
similar or distinct among identity-related segments (see Table 3.2; the recharger segment was 
eliminated from the test as it had very low frequency). Results show that learning and discovery 
reasons to visit the fort differed significantly across identity-related segments. Visitors who 
indicated that they were explorers or hobbyists placed significantly higher importance on learning 
and discovery. 
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Table ‎3.2: Visitors' responses on visitors' motivation scale (Packer, 2004) and identity-related scale 
(Falk, 2006) 
 
N= visitors number; M=mean; SD= Stander Deviation; F ratio; P value  
 
Further, analysis of the identity-related scale and motivational factors according to each cultural 
group showed that both scales tend to tell us the same thing. Among the Arab group, the largest 
group of respondents were experience seekers, followed by explorers, facilitators, hobbyists, and 
rechargers. For the Western group, the largest group of respondents were explorers, followed by 
experience seekers, hobbyists, and facilitators (see Figure 3.2). The Chi-square test indicates that 
there is a significant difference between Arabs and Westerners on identity-related reasons for 
visiting, χ2 (3, N = 612) = 84.04, p < .001, Cramer’s V = .371.  
 
 
Motive factor (DV) Identity  N M SD F P 
Learning and 
Discovery 
Facilitator  111 5.12 1.08 19.11 <.001 
Explorer 205 5.85 0.81   
Experience Seeker 202 5.47 0.96   
Hobbyist 89 5.85 0.80   
Enjoyment Facilitator  111 5.68 0.93 7.78 <.001 
Explorer 205 5.39 1.03   
Experience Seeker 202 5.40 1.08   
Hobbyist 89 4.96 1.13   
Restorative 
 
Facilitator  111 4.38 1.30 1.13 0.337 
Explorer 205 4.23 1.33   
Experience Seeker 202 4.14 1.53   
Hobbyist 89 4.05 1.16   
Social Facilitator  111 4.25 1.14 1.77 0.152 
Explorer 205 4.08 1.28   
Experience Seeker 202 3.94 1.27   
Hobbyist 89 4.20 1.25   
Self-fulfilment Facilitator  111 3.92 1.42 0.518 0.67 
Explorer 205 3.85 1.51   
Experience Seeker 202 3.80 1.43   
Hobbyist 89 3.68 1.33   
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Figure ‎3.2: Identity-related motivations according to cultural background 
In theory, to a large extent the two scales are similar in terms of what they aim to discover. 
According to Falk (2009), an explorer and a hobbyist will primarily seek a learning experience, 
while a facilitator and an experience seeker will tend to chase enjoyment and a day-out experience. 
As the results across the two scales appear to tell the same thing, results on the identity-related 
measure are omitted from the results chapter.  
Along with the above two scales that aimed to explore visitors’ reasons for visiting, participants 
were invited to add other reasons for visiting the site in their own words. 
The second construct is expectations of and perceptions of on-site experiences. As discussed in the 
literature, two main definitions are used to inform the operationalisation of experiences in this 
study. These are Packer’s (2012) subjective responses from visitors to a setting, and den Breejen’s 
(2007, p. 1418) ‘complex concept with many dimensions, influenced by situational … and 
composed of many characteristics’. Based on these two definitions and the literature regarding the 
experience concept, two main dimensions of visitors’ on-site experience were investigated in this 
study: affective and cognitive. Affective items focus on an ‘individual’s feelings toward an 
[experience]’ (Fishbein 1967: cited in Pike & Ryan, 2004, p. 334), while cognitive items focus on 
‘experience connected with thinking or conscious mental processes’ (Gentile et al., 2007, p. 398). In 
order to measure these two dimensions of on-site experience, this study adopted existing measures 
of affective and cognitive experiences from Hughes et al. (2013). The same items were used to 
measure post-visit perceptions of visitors’ on-site experiences. Additionally, drawing from 
Timothy’s (1997) model, one item was added to explore visitors’ preferences for having personal 
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connections with the site; that is, ‘I hope to feel a personal connection with the site’ (see Appendix 
C). 
The third and fourth constructs aimed to measure visitors’ preferences for and perceptions of on-site 
interpretation methods, and interpretive content. Heritage interpretation is defined as ‘a means of 
communicating ideas and feelings which help people understand more about themselves and their 
environment’ (Interpretation Australia, 2012). Items measuring both constructs were adopted from 
Ballantyne et al. (2014). This set of items was also used in Hughes et al. (2013). Similar to the on-
site experience construct, the same items were used to explore visitors’ post-visit perceptions of on-
site interpretation. Appendix C summarises items used to explore visitors’ preferences in relation to 
interpretation provision.  
Additionally, the questionnaire has open-ended questions. Open-ended questions offer respondents 
the ability to answer in their own words (Bryman, 2008). As a result of open-ended questions, 
unexpected answers commonly arise, ‘respondents’ levels of knowledge and understanding of 
issues can be tapped’, and salient aspects of issues can be identified that cannot be explored by 
closed-ended questions (Bryman, 2008, p. 232). In this study, the researcher used open-ended 
questions to capture visitors’ own descriptions regarding their reasons for visiting, what they 
expected from their visit, and whether they wished to experience/ see more. However, as it is 
advisable to keep a questionnaire as short as possible to minimise completion time, the researcher 
was mindful of the need to limit the number of open-ended questions within the questionnaire.  
The third aim of the current study is to recommend guidelines to develop more culturally 
appropriate experiences and interpretation practices at Nizwa Fort. Thus, it was deemed important 
to explore visitors’ views/ opinions in relation to whether their visit met, exceeded, or did not meet 
their expectations, as well as how to improve their experiences at Nizwa Fort. In addition, visitors 
were invited to report aspects of the visit that they enjoyed most/ least and things they would tell 
others about this particular site (see Appendix C).  
To ascertain the cultural background of visitors, two main procedures were utilised: first, the 
researcher approached only visitors who appeared to be either a Westerner or Arabic (based on the 
researcher’s judgement and (and sometimes) on visitors’ answer to the ticket-seller about country of 
origin); second, the participants were asked to name their country of origin, which enabled the 
researcher to ascertain their cultural background. Also, the questionnaire includes a section to 
explore respondents’ demographic profiles, as well as the time they started and finished their visit. 
Appendix B includes a full copy of the questionnaire, as well as participant information and consent 
forms.   
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3.4.3 Procedures  
Once the first draft of the questionnaire was developed, it went through the validation process 
(further details are provided in Section 3.5.7). Following the validation process, the questionnaire 
was translated into Arabic and subsequently pilot tested at the site. The fieldwork was carried out 
during the peak tourism season (i.e., winter December-April, 2012). In the northern regions of 
Oman, tourist numbers normally start to decline significantly as summer approaches. In Oman, 
weekends are Thursday and Friday
8
. In order to cover weekdays as well as weekends, data 
collection was carried out six days per week, Sunday-Thursday, from 10:00 am to 3:00 pm
9
.  
Once a respondent agreed to participate in the survey, they were asked to fill in the pre-visit survey 
and hand it back before starting their visit. Once, they hand back the pre-visit survey they were 
given the post-visit and asked to return it on their way out. Each pair of pre and post visit survey 
was given same number to match responses. Only completed pairs of pre and post visit surveys 
were considered useable.  
Visitors were invited to participate in the study immediately after purchasing their entry tickets. 
After introducing the researchers’ occupation (and that of his assistant) and the rationale for the 
PhD study, visitors were invited to participate by filling in the questionnaire. They were informed 
that this would take approximately seven minutes pre-visit and seven minutes post-visit. Western 
visitors were asked whether they were comfortable with and confident in answering a questionnaire 
written in the English language. To enhance participation rates, a small incentive gift was offered.  
Cross-cultural research methodology literature acknowledges the likelihood of cultural nuances 
among respondents (Harkness, Vijver, & Mohler, 2003). It was anticipated that visitors from 
Western and Arab cultural backgrounds would have different incentive preferences. Accordingly, 
visitors from a Western cultural background were provided with a small box of frankincense, 
whereas visitors from an Arab cultural background were invited to enter a lucky-draw to win an 
iPod Nano.  
3.4.4 Translation and Pilot Testing  
3.4.4.1 Translation 
Translation is an important step in any research that aims to explore a certain phenomenon among 
different cultural groups. It is common for a researcher who adopts the questionnaire method to 
translate the questionnaire by following an established method of translation.  
                                                            
8 The weekend days were changed to Friday and Saturday from May 2013.  
9 Opening hours at site is 09:00 am to 04:00 pm, except Friday when opening hours are 08:00 to 11:00 am.   
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The instrument for this study was originally developed in the English language and, drawing on the 
existing literature, existing scales were adopted. However, as well as the English version of the 
questionnaire, an Arabic version had to be provided that would enable the researcher to increase the 
rate of response by accommodating Arabic visitors’ inability to understand the English version of 
the questionnaire.  
English dictionaries refer to translation as the action of turning scripts or spoken words into another 
language (Hornby & Crowther, 1995; Moore, 2004; The Macquarie concise dictionary, 1998). This 
view emphasises a literal translation of words and sentences from one language to another. 
However, literal translation might ignore the translation of meanings within a specific script, as it is 
widely accepted that language integrates values and that it is culturally constructed (Regmi, Naidoo, 
& Pilkington, 2010; Temple & Edwards, 2002). Therefore, effective translation can be seen as a 
process in which, ‘the meaning and expression in one language (source) is tuned with the meaning 
of another (target) whether the medium is spoken, written or signed’. This definition guided the 
translation process that was adopted in this study.  
It has been suggested that the main aim of translation is to enable an instrument to provoke 
responses that have similar meanings, ‘i.e., conceptual equivalence’ (McGorry, 2000, p. 75), for 
cross-cultural respondents (Berry, 1969; McGorry, 2000). Several methods of translation have been 
put forward and adopted in the literature. According to McGorry (2000), there are four 
recommended translation methods: 1) one-way translation; 2) back translation; 3) decentering 
translation; and 4) team translation (also called translation by committee).  
The back translation method was introduced by Richard and Brislin (1970), and is commonly 
adopted within cross-cultural research (Douglas & Craig, 2007; Regmi et al., 2010). By adopting 
this method, researchers aim to enhance the translated version of an instrument. However, it has 
been pointed out that back translation can be limiting (Douglas & Craig, 2007). Further, the authors 
criticised the ‘etic approach to linguistic translation’ in the back translation method, that is, by 
adopting back translation it is always assumed that there will be an equivalent word in the targeted 
language (2007, p. 33). Douglas and Claig’s view is also supported by Harkness (2003).  
Many researchers prefer team translation rather than back translation (Douglas & Craig, 2007; 
Harkness, 2003). According to Harkness (2003), committee translation can be organised into two 
forms. The first involves spilt translation where the survey is divided between two translators. 
Subsequently, in a reconciliation meeting attended by the two translators and reviewers (commonly 
including the researcher), an agreed translated draft is produced and then sent for adjudication. The 
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second form is called parallel translation, where the fundamental difference from split translation is 
that two independent translators translate the entire original survey.  
In this study, parallel team translation is adopted to secure a better translation outcome. There are 
three main steps in any team translation process: translation, review, and adjudication. However, 
there is no commonly agreed on procedure; rather the processes involved in committee translation 
are merged in many cases, depending on the expertise and schedules of translators (Douglas & 
Craig, 2007).  
The figure below illustrates the flow of procedures (see Figure 3.3). Once the questionnaire was 
finalised, two independent translators were requested to individually translate the whole 
questionnaire into Arabic. The two translators then had a reconciliation meeting with the researcher 
(acting as reviewer) to discuss the two translated versions and agree on one translated version. The 
agreed translated version together with the source questionnaire was then sent for adjudication to 
the Assistant Professor of English language (bilingual) at the College of Applied Sciences in The 
Sultanate of Oman. The translated version was then revised as per the adjudicator’s comments. 
After this procedure, 15 copies of the Arabic version of the questionnaire were distributed to Arab 
people in Brisbane, Australia, at the end of November and early December 2012. Respondents were 
asked to check only the readability of the questionnaire, and to indicate difficulties in understanding 
sentences or phrases by underlying or highlighting them. In general, the Arabic version of the 
questionnaire was clear to all respondents, with only one item reported as not being clear enough 
(i.e., ‘I hope the experience will change/ challenge my views’). The respondents were uncertain 
about what views the item was referring to; hence, the words ‘heritage sites’ were added to the 
Arabic version for clarification and to make it more culturally appropriate.  
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3.4.4.2 Pilot study 
A pilot test involves administering the research instrument to a small number of respondents to 
assess the data collection method (Malhotra, 2008). Irrespective of the quality of a survey, pilot 
testing is a vital step to improve the survey, test field data collection procedures, and eliminate any 
potential issues (Bryman, 2008; Neuman, 2011; Singleton, Singleton, & Straits, 2010; Veal, 2011). 
Minor amendments based on the feedback and results of the pilot survey are then commonly made.  
The implementation of a pilot survey for this study aimed to: 1) ensure the adequacy of the data 
collection procedures; 2) check the answerability of the questions; 3) check the translation of the 
Arabic version among actual respondents; and 4) ensure that the survey would not take too much 
time to complete.  
The pilot survey began in mid-December 2012. Of the 76 questionnaires distributed, a total of 52 
usable questionnaires were acquired. The pilot survey informed the current study in four ways. 
First, in terms of data collection procedures, it was found that Arab visitors, particularly females, 
tended to search for a quiet spot to fill out the questionnaire (i.e., away from where the researcher 
was positioned, which was immediately after the ticket office). Consequently, the researcher had to 
identify a few spots to suggest to Arab visitors to increase the response rate among this cultural 
group.  
Source 
Questionnaire 
Translator Translator 
Reconciliation meeting  
agreed version 
Adjudication 
Pre-test 
Final draft 
Revised 
Revised 
Figure ‎3.3: Translation processes, developed for this study 
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Second, because market research and the use of Likert scales are relatively new concepts in Oman, 
Arab respondents tended to be unfamiliar with or ill equipped to deal with some aspects of the 
survey’s procedures. To address this, the researcher checked that Arab respondents knew how to 
respond to the survey and provided further explanations whenever needed. Furthermore, in 
comparison to Western visitors, Arab visitors tended to spend more time in completing the survey. 
Some Arab visitors asked for more clarification to complete the survey; for example, some were 
unfamiliar with the concept of the Likert scale. Thus, these issues were considered at the time of the 
main data collection by meticulously explaining the aim of the survey and its procedures both orally 
and on the cover page of the questionnaire.  
Third, to minimise the possibility of social desirability bias, three issues were emphasised: 1) the 
anonymous nature of the survey; 2) the importance of being authentic in responding to items in 
order to enable the site’s management to improve visitors’ experiences; and 3) results (negative or 
positive) would not harm the researcher’s study progress, nor would they create an uncomfortable 
atmosphere with authorities. Further, it was emphasised to all participants that their responses 
would help heritage site management to develop and/ or enhance visitors’ experiences at Arab 
heritage sites. 
Fourth, in terms of the questionnaire’s face validity, it was found that the translation of a few items 
was misinterpreted. Hence, these were revised with the adjudicator and changes were made. 
Specifically, as the set of identity-related motivations was found to be confusing, an alternative 
wording version was adopted from Falk and Storksdieck (2010). This version was also used by 
Hughes et al. (2013). Further, some respondents found it difficult to rate the site’s performance, as 
they had not come across all content topics listed in question 6 in the post-visit questionnaire. 
Accordingly, an additional box was added to allow respondents to tick the ‘NOT SEEN’ box if they 
had not come across a particular topic.  
3.4.5 Sampling 
Sampling is an important step in research design, and needs to be thoroughly planned and 
implemented. In most studies, surveying the whole research population is unachievable; hence it is 
common to survey a subset of the targeted population, that is, a sample. The term sample is defined 
as ‘a subgroup of the population selected for participation in [a] study’ (Malhotra, 2007, p. 335), 
which aims to generate a representative result of the study population.  
There are two main forms of sampling: probability and non-probability. Probability sampling refers 
to a sampling process where every member of a population has an equal and known chance of being 
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selected, whereas in non-probability sampling techniques the probability of selection for each 
member is unknown (Malhotra, 2007). While probability sampling is sometimes preferred over 
non-probability as it gives a good basis for representing the targeted population (Finn, Elliott-
White, & Walton, 2000; Neuman, 2011), this type of sampling is criticised as being costly and time 
consuming (Malhotra, 2007). Non-probability sampling on the other hand can provide ‘[a] good 
estimate of the population characteristics’ (Malhotra, 2007, p. 340). Additionally, non-probability 
sampling is commonly used within tourism studies (Jennings, 2001), which can be attributed to the 
absence of databases of populations in the large bulk of visitor studies.  
As this study aims to identify and compare similarities and differences between visitors from two 
different cultural backgrounds, it was important to acquire a sample from both visitor groups. In 
order to comply with this requirement, this study adopted quota sampling. Quota sampling is a non-
probability sampling technique, that is, ‘…two-stage restricted judgmental sampling. The first stage 
consists of developing control categories or quotas of population elements. In the second stage 
sample elements are selected based on convenience or judgment’ (Malhotra, 2007, p. 344). In the 
current study, as there are two cultural groups, it is important to have a quota from each group as 
explained below.  
Sample size is an important element to consider when comparing and contrasting two groups of 
respondents; however, Veal (2011) noted that there is a wide misconception of sample size 
requirement. The misconception that the author referred to is to call for a specific percentage of the 
total population. Instead, Veal suggested using three criteria in deciding sample size, that is, ‘the 
required level of precision in the result; the level of detail in the proposed analysis; and the 
available budget’ (p. 362). Statistically, around 150 useable questionnaires from each group are 
sufficient to detect the differences (if any), with more than 80% detecting power of the effect size 
for the t-test method
10
. Initially, the researcher aimed to collect around 200 useable surveys from 
each cultural group; fortunately a higher number was achieved, that is, 304 useable survey from the 
Arab group and 308 useable surveys from the Western group.  
 
 
                                                            
10 Personal communication with School’s statistical advisor, S. Rhodes, August, 15, 2012. 
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3.4.6 Analysing questionnaire data  
3.4.6.1 Quantitative data analysis  
It is important for a researcher to ensure that data entry is carried out with caution and care to 
eliminate any data entering errors. In this study, the researcher carried out all data entry. Initially the 
two data sets were entered into two different SPSS files; however, both data sets were later merged. 
Further processes of coding and screening were crucial to eliminate any errors. Prior to analysis 
processes, both data sets were subjected to frequency distributions check, minimum and maximum 
values check to check for any inaccurate values or data entry mistakes.  
The researcher used the Statistical Analysis Package SPSS 21 to analyse the quantitative data. In 
order to statistically measure the similarities and variation between the two cultural groups, a t-test 
was used. Independent-sample t-test is a statistical technique that is used to compare two different 
groups (people or conditions) on a continuous variable (Pallant, 2007). Further, the primary aim of 
the current study is to explore if visitors from different cultural backgrounds differ in relation to 
reasons for visiting, expectation, preferences, and post-visit perceptions of their on-site experiences 
and site’s performance on interpretation facilities and contents. Given this, it was important to test 
the effect of cultural background against other demographic factors. In order to complete this task, 
two-way ANOVAs tests were undertaken with a p value of 0.01, and Eta
2 
was calculated to report 
the effect size. Basically, Eta
2
 enables a researcher to see what proportion of variance in the 
dependent variables is explained by the independent variable (in this study this is ‘cultural group 
background’) (Pallant, 2011). In some cases where further analysis is called for to further explore 
means differences within a certain demographic group, a one-way ANOVAs test is carried out. 
ANOVA tests were used to explore whether the effect of cultural group background remains when 
another demographic variable is controlled.  
As mentioned above (Section 3.4.2), 12 items were employed to measure aspects of visitors’ 
experiences at Nizwa Fort. In order to refine and reduce this to a more related and manageable 
number of variables (Pallant, 2011), an exploratory factor analysis technique was performed on 
each data set.  
Additionally, this study used importance-performance analysis (IPA) technique to analyse 
responses. Since its introduction by Martilla and James (1977), the use of this method of analysis 
has become widespread in the visitor research area (Caber, Albayrak, & Matzler, 2012; Pritchard & 
Havitz, 2006). IPA is a tool to analyse data that deals with measuring visitors’ opinion about certain 
products or products’ features before and after visitors experience the products (Martilla & James, 
1977). When using the IPA analysis technique, researchers should: 1) determine the attribute to be 
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measured based on the literature or/ and qualitative data; and 2) carefully differentiate importance 
items from performance items (Martilla & James, 1977). Once participants respond to attributes’ 
importance and performance, the researcher plots the result on a matrix, with the horizontal axis 
denoting importance and the vertical axis denoting performance. The intersection of importance-
performance axis provides four quadrants as follows (Martilla & James, 1977, pp. 78-79): 
1) Concentrate here: visitors perceive these attributes or items as important but are not 
satisfied with the current performance of these attributes.  
2) Keep up the good work: visitors are happy with the current performance of attributes in 
this quadrant. 
3) Low priority: visitors rate the site’s performance on these attributes as poor but do not 
regard them as very important.  
4) Possible overkill: visitors perceive the site as performing well on these attributes but 
place low importance on them.  
Using these four quadrants, results can be interpreted in an evaluative way as well as provide 
further suggestions for the development and design of visitor activities and facilities at the site.  
The placement of grid lines is relatively judgmental (Martilla & James, 1977). Previous studies 
(such as Hughes et al., 2013) followed what Bacon (2003) called ‘data-centred quadrant approach’. 
In this approach, the cross-point is set based on data mean of importance and data mean of 
performance. The current study followed this approach to set the cross-point. The data-centred 
quadrant approach has more discriminative power compared to ‘scale-centred quadrant approach’ 
where the cross-point is set based on the scale means (Bacon, 2003; Lai & Hitchcock, 2015).  
When IPA is considered as an analysis tool, there are some considerations a researcher needs to 
keep in mind when designing a survey (Lai & Hitchcock, 2015): using 7-point Likert type scales 
appears to produce more reliable results when assessing the gaps between importance and 
performance of a set of elements; and avoid asking respondents to rate importance and performance 
one by one – instead, respondents should be asked to rate the importance of all items and then 
indicate the performance. These issues were considered during the survey development as outlined 
earlier in Section 3.4.2. 
IPA was used in the present study to explore visitors’ responses in relation to their pre-visit 
preferences and post visit perceptions of the site’s performance on interpretation. IPA matrices 
enabled the researcher to identify similarities and differences between visitors from Western and 
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Arab cultural backgrounds in relation to their responses to various items related to interpretation 
facilities and content.  
3.4.6.2 Open-ended questions analysis  
Open-ended questions were analysed based on emergent-themes technique (Silverman, 2006; Veal, 
2011). This analysis method pools responses to each question from respondents from the same 
groups, and enables the researcher to look for themes.  
Responses from each data set were grouped and analysed. Different procedures are set forward to 
adopt when using thematic analysis (Flick, 2009). In this study, three steps were followed to analyse 
responses to open-ended question; first, the researcher read the data several times; second, different 
codes were given to each response; and third, emergent themes were developed based on similar 
coding. These processes were carried out using Microsoft Excel 2010. The coding process was first 
done on the Excel spread sheet according to cultural group. Then, similar codes were organised / re-
organised to form themes. Whenever a response had more than two separate ideas, they were dealt 
with separately in the coding process. For example: 
‘To add and strengthen my information about the fort that I've learnt from my previous visit. 
Have some time with the family’  
The first sentence indicates respondents’ interest in learning, while the second sentence indicates 
respondents’ interest in spending time socialising with family. Hence, each sentence was coded 
separately.    
3.4.7 Reliability and Validity  
Investigators are required to report how they will ascertain the reliability and validity of the data 
collected. Internal reliability is ‘an approach for assessing the internal consistency of the set of 
items when several items are summated in order to form a total score for the scale’ (Malhotra, 2007, 
p. 285). Neuman  (2011) suggested four guidelines to improve reliability: a) clearly conceptualise 
all constructs; b) adopt precise level of measurement; c) use multiple indicators; and d) conduct a 
pre-test test. These guidelines were followed in this study. In relation to the former two, the 
conceptualisation of all constructs was supported by the literature review. Previous studies also 
confirmed the reliability of constructs adopted in this study. Prior to conducting the main data 
collection, the researcher carried out pre-test to ensure the reliability of the surveys (refer to Section 
3.4.4). In terms of statistical reliability, Cronbach’s alpha (coefficient alpha) was used to test for 
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internal consistency. As suggested by many authors, Cronbach’s alpha score should fall within 0.7 
to + 1.00 (Malhotra, 2007; Pallant, 2011).  
In terms of validity, the researcher needed to ensure the content validity of the scales being used. 
Content validity refers to ‘subjective but systematic evaluation of the representativeness of the 
content of a scale for the measuring task at hand’ (Malhotra, 2007, p. 286). Expert validation survey 
is an established mean of validating the survey’s content (Beecham, Hall, Britton, Cottee, & Rainer, 
2005; Hyrkäs, Appelqvist-Schmidlechner, & Oksa, 2003). Using expert content validation, experts 
are invited to ensure the survey questions will enable the researcher to meet the research’s aims. 
Experts can provide further enhancement by suggesting changes on the instrument such as re-
phrasing or addition of new items (Hyrkäs et al., 2003). In this study, two researchers validated a 
draft of the questionnaire to ascertain its content validity. Both researchers work in the field of 
tourism and heritage tourism is within their research interest/ profile. The first researcher is from the 
Tourism Cluster, Business School, The University of Queensland, Australia, and the second 
researcher is from the Tourism Department, Sultan Qaboos University, Oman. Both researchers 
confirmed the validity of the questionnaire in relation to its aims with minor changes such as item 
sequences and formatting.  
The findings of this study will be detailed in Chapter 4.  
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Chapter 4 Results  
4.0 Overview and Structure of the Chapter 
To recap, the specific aims of this research were as follows: 
1. Explore similarities and differences between Arab and Western visitors’ reasons for visiting, 
expectations, preferences and perceptions in relation to on-site experiences and 
interpretation at an Arab heritage site.  
2. Identify the interpretive needs of the two cultural groups using Importance-Performance 
Analysis.  
3.  Develop guidelines for interpretive practices at Arab heritage sites. 
This chapter provides analysis related to the aims of this study, and sections are organised 
accordingly. The first section presents demographic profile and trip visitation characteristics. 
Section 4.2 presents findings regarding similarities and differences between Western and Arab 
visitors’ pre-visit reasons for visiting, expectations and preferences, and post-visit perceptions in 
relation to on-site experiences and interpretation at an Arab heritage site. Section 4.3 identifies 
visitors’ interpretive needs using Importance-Performance Analysis. Section 4.4 reports visitors’ 
reflection in relation to expectations, enjoyable experiences, and suggestions for improvements. 
Section 4.5 provides a summary of the findings.  
4.1 Introducing the Results: Demographic Profile and Trip Characteristics 
A total of 612 useable questionnaires were collected from both cultural groups, that is, 304 from 
Arabs (predominantly from Oman and UAE), and 308 from Westerners (predominantly from the 
UK, USA, Germany, France, Switzerland and Australia). Table 4.1 presents visitors’ demographic 
profiles and trip characteristics for both cultural groups.  
The vast majority of respondents in both cultural groups were first time visitors (81%), that is, 
73.4% of the Arab group and 88.6 % of the Western group. A Chi-square test for independence 
shows that Westerners were more likely to be first time visitors. The percentage of repeat visitors 
was higher among the Arab group, which might be attributed to the proximity of Arabs to Nizwa 
Fort.  
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Table ‎4.1: The demographic profile and trip characteristics according to culture group (frequency) 
 
Arab (304) Western (308) 
Trip characteristics 
First time visitor: χ2 (1, n = 612) = 22.2, p = .000, phi = .195 
No  223 273 
Yes 81 35 
Length of visit: χ2 (4, n = 612) = 2.7, p = .606, CV = .067 
<30 m 12 7 
30 m-59 m 108 116 
60 m - 89 m 130 135 
90 m - 119 m 46 39 
>120 m 8 11 
Associate: χ2 (5, n = 612) = 99.6, p = .000, CV = .404 
Alone 17 17 
Spouse/ Partner 31 139 
Family (with children) 82 38 
Friends 125 86 
Tour Group 26 10 
Others 23 18 
Demographic variables 
Gender, χ2 (1, n = 612) = 0.067 p = .795, Phi = -.014 
Male 169 167 
Female 135 141 
Age group  
  < 20 27 2 
20-29 112 68 
30-39 82 67 
40-49 56 59 
50-59 22 61 
60 and above 5 51 
Educational level, χ2 (7, n = 612) = 141.4 p = .000, CV = .481 
No Schooling 3 0 
Middle school 6 3 
High school 66 24 
Diploma 71 32 
Bachelor degree 122 85 
Masters degree 19 125 
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PhD 9 36 
Others 8 3 
 
The length of stay for both groups appears to be similar. In both groups, the largest proportion of 
respondents spent between one hour, and one and a half hours at the site (42.8 % and 43.8 %, 
respectively). Table 4.1 illustrates that only a few respondents in each cultural group spent less than 
half an hour or more than two hours. The Chi-square test of independence confirms no statistical 
differences between the two groups in regard to their length of stay.  
The Chi-square test of independence identifies some significant differences between Arab and 
Western groups in terms of those with whom they visited. Arab respondents were more likely to 
visit the site with their friends (41.1 %), family (with children) (27 %), and tour groups (8.6 %). 
Western respondents were more likely to visit with a spouse or partner (45.1 %). It is important to 
highlight here that Western visitors in a guided tour (particularly travellers from cruise ships) 
declined to participate in the research due to their tight itinerary.  
Of all Arabs surveyed at Nizwa Fort, 55.6 % were male and 44.4 % female. Similar percentages 
were found among the Western group – 54.4 % of respondents were male and 45.8 % were female. 
The Chi-square test of independence confirms no statistical differences in gender between the two 
groups.  
Overall, Arab visitors at Nizwa Fort were younger than Western visitors. Almost half of the Arab 
respondents were under the age of 30 (45.7 %), while only 22.7 % of Western respondents were 
within this age bracket. A total of 36.4 % of Western respondents were above the age of 50, 
compared with only 8.8 % for Arab visitors. It is important to note here that the Arab Human 
Development Report (2010) mentioned that the Arab region is characterised by a large number of 
young people, with 54% of the population below the age of 25 years. Thus, it is not surprising that 
the age distribution of the Arab group is skewed towards younger visitors.  
Table 4.1 shows that the level of education among Western visitors was significantly higher than 
that of Arab visitors. The majority of Western respondents held a Master degree (40.6 %), whereas 
only 6.25 % of Arab visitors held a Master degree. Regarding the higher education level among 
Western respondents, it is plausible to presume a positive relationship between education and level 
of income. Thus, Westerners who can afford to travel to  Oman are likely to have higher education. 
The main demographic differences between the two groups are: 1) Arab respondents were younger 
compared to Western respondents; 2) Westerners held more higher education degrees; and 3) Arab 
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respondents were more likely to be with friends or in family groups, while Western respondents 
were more likely to be with spouses or friends. This needs to be taken into account in interpreting 
differences in respondents’ reasons for visiting, preferences, and their perceptions.  
4.2 Similarities and Differences between Cultural Groups regarding Reasons 
for Visiting, Expectations, Preferences, and Perceptions of their Heritage 
Experiences  
This part of the chapter addresses the first aim, that is, to explore similarities and differences 
between the cultural groups in terms of reasons to visit, expectations, preferences, and perceptions 
in relation to experiences and interpretation at Nizwa Fort. Section 4.2.1 presents findings on 
visitors’ reasons for visiting the fort. Section 4.2.2 explores results on expectations for experiences. 
Findings on preferences relating to interpretive methods and interpretive content are presented in 
sections 4.2.3 and 4.2.4, respectively. Section 4.2.5 explores respondents’ perception of on-site 
experiences. Results of perceptions of performance on interpretive methods and content are 
presented in sections 4.2.6 and 4.2.7, respectively. Section 4.2.8 provides a summary.  
4.2.1 Reasons for Visiting Nizwa Fort 
Table 4.2 presents the mean scores and standard deviations for visitors’ reasons for visiting in 
decreasing order of importance for the Arab group. For this group, the most important reasons were 
related to enjoyment, that is, ‘to have fun’ and ‘to enjoy myself’. The next most important reason 
for the Arab group was to have quality time with friends and family, followed by ‘to be pleasantly 
occupied’, ‘to discover new things’, and ‘to feel happy and satisfied’.  
Western respondents placed the highest importance on learning and discovery, that is, ‘to discover 
new things’, ‘to explore the unknown’, and ‘to expand my interests’. Westerners also placed high 
importance on ‘to enjoy myself’, followed by learning items ‘to be better informed’ and ‘to be 
mentally stimulated’.  
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Table ‎4.2: Visitors' reasons for visiting Nizwa Fort according to cultural group (individual items, 
measured on a 7-point scale, 1 = not important 7 = extremely important) 
 
Arab 
 
Western 
 
 
Mean SD Mean SD 
To have fun 6.01 1.18 5.03 1.43 
To enjoy myself 5.91 1.27 5.57 1.19 
To spend quality time with family or friends 5.84 1.44 4.90 1.70 
To be pleasantly occupied 5.78 1.40 4.79 1.42 
To discover new things 5.75 1.42 5.88 1.06 
To feel happy and satisfied 5.74 1.47 5.21 1.46 
To be better informed 5.68 1.34 5.54 1.18 
To be entertained 5.57 1.41 4.35 1.44 
To explore the unknown 5.54 1.64 5.85 1.20 
To expand my interests 5.47 1.41 5.69 1.10 
To be mentally stimulated 5.14 1.59 5.41 1.25 
To relax mentally 4.84 1.81 4.13 1.69 
To feel more confident about my own abilities 4.74 1.79 3.14 1.57 
To find some peace and tranquillity 4.71 1.79 4.23 1.52 
To get a feeling of achievement 4.65 1.72 3.81 1.67 
To think about my personal values 4.52 1.86 3.22 1.59 
To interact with others 4.46 1.80 4.08 1.59 
To feel I am functioning at my peak 4.45 1.82 2.87 1.56 
To relax physically 4.38 1.87 3.53 1.67 
To recover from the stress and tension of everyday life 4.37 1.97 3.75 1.67 
To get away from the responsibilities of everyday life 4.24 1.99 4.06 1.79 
To discover more about myself 4.02 1.82 2.99 1.62 
To develop close friendships 3.90 1.87 3.08 1.66 
To meet new people 3.67 1.85 3.72 1.70 
To build friendships with new people 3.46 1.79 3.84 1.70 
* Highlighted cells are the highest means among Western group 
The responses to the 25 items for each cultural group were grouped into five factors: learning and 
discovery, enjoyment, restoration, social contact, and self-fulfilment, as suggested and validated in 
previous studies (Packer, 2004, Ballantyne et al., 2008; Ballantyne et al., 2011). Results of both 
cultural groups confirm the reliability of these five factors. For the Arab data set, Cronbach’s alpha 
ranged from .74 - .81 across the five subscales; for the Western data set, Cronbach’s alpha ranged 
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from .78 - .83. Table 4.3 presents the mean scores and standard deviations for the motivation factors 
in decreasing order of importance according to the Arab group. 
Table ‎4.3: Composite reasons for visiting according to cultural group  
Factor  
Arab group 
(N=304) 
Western group 
(N=308) 
t-test output (N=612) 
Mean SD Mean SD  
Enjoyment  5.80 0.96 4.99 1.01 
t (610)= 10.18, p < .001, mean 
difference 0.81 (0.65 to 0.96) 
Learning and 
Discovery 
5.52 1.04 5.67 0.85 
t (610)= -2.01, p = 0.044, mean 
difference  -0.15 (-0.31 to 0.00)  
Restoration 4.51 1.42 3.94 1.29 
t (610)= 5.17, p < .001, mean 
difference 0.57 (0.35 to 0.78) 
Self-fulfilment 4.48 1.36 3.21 1.23 
t (610)= 12.10, p < .001, mean 
difference 1.27 (1.06 to 1.48) 
Social contact 4.27 1.22 3.92 1.27 
t (610)= 3.42, p < .001, mean 
difference 0.34 (0.15 to 0.54) 
Table 4.3 also presents results of an independent samples t-test conducted to compare motivation 
factors scores for Arab and Western respondents. Arab respondents were significantly more likely 
than Western respondents to place importance on enjoyment, restoration, self-fulfilment, and social 
contact, while Western respondents were significantly more likely than Arab respondents to place 
higher importance on learning and discovery reasons for visiting.  
Notably, most Western respondents primarily placed importance on learning and discovery, and 
enjoyment, and less importance on other factors. In fact, the vast majority of Western respondents 
(82.5 %) attached high importance scores (≥ 5 on a 7 point scale) to learning and discovery factors.  
Arab respondents were more likely than Westerners to visit Nizwa Fort for enjoyment reasons (82.9 
% rated enjoyment as ≥ 5 on a 7-point scale). The score that Arabs attached to learning and 
discovery suggests that, along with enjoyment, they were also motivated to discover new things 
when they visited Nizwa Fort. Unlike Westerners, Arabs felt that restoration and self-fulfilment 
were important reasons for visiting Nizwa Fort.  
That ‘social contact’ was considered to be the least important reason for Arabs to visit compared 
with other reasons in this group was unexpected, considering that 27% of this group came in family 
groups. There are five social contact items: ‘to spend quality time with family or friends’; ‘to meet 
new people’; ‘to interact with others’ ‘to build friendship with new people’; and ‘to develop close 
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friendships’. Three items received low importance scores (below or close to the mid-point on the 
scale of 7): ‘to build friendships with new people’ (Mean = 3.46, SD = 1.79); ‘to meet new people’ 
(Mean = 3.67, SD = 1.85); and ‘to develop close friendships’ (Mean = 3.9, SD = 1.87). One item 
received a moderately important score, that is, ‘to interact with others’ (Mean = 4.46, SD = 1.8). 
However, Arabs attached a high score to the last item, ‘to spend quality time with family or 
friends’, and this was considered the third most important item across all 25 items (Mean = 5.84, 
SD = 1.44). This suggests that the low importance ascribed to social contact does not extend to 
family and friends; in fact, respondents wanted to spend quality time with these people as the 
qualitative findings below confirm.  
Mean scores of the five factors were further subjected to a two-way ANOVA to explore whether the 
effect of culture remains when other demographic variables are controlled; and if there was an 
interaction effect between cultural background and other demographic factors – gender, age, and 
educational level. The effect of cultural background remained significant when other demographic 
variables were controlled, and no interaction effect was found. Further, a two-way ANOVA was 
conducted to explore whether the effect of culture remains significant when first vs. repeat visit is 
controlled, and it was found that the effect of cultural backgrounds remained significant (p<.01). 
Qualitative responses obtained in the questionnaire allowed further exploration of similarities and 
differences between cultural groups in visitors’ reasons for visiting. In the Arab group, 40.1% of 
respondents answered the open-ended question–are there any other reasons for your visit to this 
site? If so, please explain. In the Western group, the response rate was 33.8%. First, common 
themes that emerged from both groups are presented. Then distinctive themes that are extracted 
from the Arab group are illustrated followed by those that emerged from the Western group.  
 Common themes 
To learn, discover, and know: Learning was the main category extracted from responses of both 
cultural groups. This supports the above findings where the learning and discovery factor was 
important for both groups. For instance, respondents regardless of their cultural backgrounds 
wanted to know about heritage, culture, and history. Topics of interest for both groups are presented 
below. 
‘I want to discover and know about heritage and culture of Oman and its forts and castles in 
this country that is known by its deep civilization’ (A 40) 
 ‘To know the past through available heritage in the site’ (A 219) 
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‘To gain an enhanced understanding of the customs, values and generally cultural 
considerations of other world communities’ (W 210) 
‘Better understanding of Omani history + culture’ (W 51) 
Also, both groups wanted to know about the site itself, its history and heritage.  
 ‘Yes, to learn more information and knowledge in this site’ (A 91) 
 ‘To learn more of a historical Omani site’ (W 236) 
Interest in heritage and culture: Qualitative data from both groups indicated that interest in 
heritage and culture is also a common reason to visit the site.  
 ‘I want to visit all heritage places including forts and castles’ (A 264) 
 ‘Because it is historical fort that has rich ancient heritage’ (A 155) 
‘Learn more about history culture and heritage of Oman’ (W 148) 
A place to enjoy: Although the majority of respondents from both groups indicated their interest in 
learning, they also wanted to enjoy their time while visiting Nizwa Fort. Many respondents from 
both groups reported that they were visiting Nizwa Fort to enjoy their day or to spend their holiday.  
 ‘To have a good time’ (W 110) 
 ‘Because we are on a holiday in Oman’ (W 226)  
‘Loving the past, heritage and old things’ (A 5) 
 Arabs’ additional reasons for visiting 
Encourage family to connect with and/or discover heritage and history; connect with own 
heritage: Many Arabs considered that visiting Nizwa Fort was important because they wanted to 
encourage and facilitate discovery and learning, and convey their heritage to their family members. 
Arab respondents reported that it was important for them to bring their children and other family 
members to understand their heritage. For example, some respondents reported that a reason for 
their visit was to educate their family, provoke curiosity in their children, and enable their family 
members to discover and feel pride in ancestral achievements.   
‘To let my family to know about heritage remains and history of the heritage sites’ (A 61) 
 ‘To inform my children about historical and heritage site of the country’ (A 72) 
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‘Make my children proud when they see what Omanis achieved many centuries ago’ (A 10) 
‘Enforce the trust in them (children), enrich their knowledge about our country and its 
achievements’ (A226) 
Arab respondents also reported that understanding the achievements of their ancestors was a reason 
for visiting Nizwa Fort, including how they manufactured equipment for daily use, developed the 
irrigation water system across Nizwa town and Oman in general, and built the ‘biggest’ fort in The 
Arabian Peninsula.    
 ‘My interest in heritage of ancestors and to see their achievements’ (A 47) 
 ‘To see glories of my ancestors’ (A 206) 
‘Yes, not to forget who I am and our ancestors, how they lived and how they were and to 
learn from them’ (A 95) 
Learning about people and environment: Arab respondents wanted to learn about the interaction 
between people and the surrounding area, as reflected in the following quotes:  
‘To look for the connection between the place and the nature of local people’ (A 53)  
‘To identify closely on the human dimension of Omani civilization’ (A 145) 
 ‘To look for the impact of Islamic civilisation on this place’ (A 53) 
A place to take photos: In addition to other reasons for visiting Nizwa Fort, many Arab 
respondents indicated that taking photographs was important to them. 
 ‘To utilize the site in taking photo of landscape’ (A 211) 
 ‘Interested in taking digital pictures’ (A 297) 
A place to socialise with family and friends: Arab respondents also indicated that they visited the 
site for socialising purposes. Some respondents wanted to strengthen their relationships with 
families, guests or friends. Responses support the earlier finding that Arabs wanted to spend quality 
time with family and friends rather than meet new people.  
‘My Emiratis friend is here to visit and I wanted to let her see Omani heritage sites’ (A 197) 
 ‘Spending time with the family’ (A 235) 
 ‘Bring guests to visit this fort’ (A 303) 
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A famous place to visit: Nizwa Fort’s reputation as a famous site in Oman was another reason for 
Arab respondents to visit. A number of respondents hinted that the fort’s reputation encouraged 
them to visit, while some visitors explicitly indicated this:  
 ‘To know famous heritage site in the country’ (A 158) 
 ‘Nizwa Fort considered an important icon in Omani civilization’ (A 3) 
 ‘Nizwa Fort is big and famous’ (A 282) 
 Westerners’ additional reasons for visiting  
Learn about Oman and Arab culture: Unlike Arabs, Westerners reported wanting to learn about 
Arab culture and heritage. Western respondents were also motivated by their interest to know more 
about Oman in general.  
 ‘To broaden my understanding of Omani life’ (W 96) 
‘To better understand Oman’ (W 173) 
‘I am interested in Arabian culture and history and might find interesting new information’ 
(W 119) 
A recommended site to visit, and/or accessibility: The reputation of Nizwa Fort appeared to be a 
reason for Western visitors to visit. Some Western respondents reported that they had read 
recommendations about the site in travel guide books, while others said that they were advised by 
locals, hosts, or tour guides to visit the fort.  
 ‘Reading a guide book and the recommendations of different local people brought us here’ 
(W 97) 
‘Our tour guide recommends this site’ (W 100) 
Other respondents said that they visited the fort because they were visiting Nizwa town or Nizwa 
market and they had time to do so.  
 ‘Because we were in Nizwa and had time’ (W 39) 
‘Because it is next to the animals market, something very typical’ (W 271) 
Next section will discuss results on visitors’ expectations in relation to experiences when visiting 
Nizwa Fort.  
104 
 
4.2.2 Expectations for Experiences 
As discussed in Chapter Three, in order to explore visitors’ expectations in relation to experiences, 
11 items were adapted from previous literature (Hughes, et al., 2013; Ballantyne et al., 2014) along 
with an additional item to explore visitors’ preference for a personal connection with the site. 
Visitors’ responses to these items prior to their visit were analysed according to cultural group. 
First, mean scores on the 12 individual items are presented according to cultural groups. 
Experiential items were then subjected to factor analysis and reformed to coherent factors. Finally, 
mean scores on the 3 experiential factors were subjected to t-tests and ANOVAs to explore 
statistical differences between the two groups.  
Table 4.4 reports mean scores and standard deviations of experience expectations according to each 
cultural group (values are shown in decreasing order of importance for the Arab group). For Arab 
respondents, the highest importance score was attributed to ‘I hope to gain an understanding of 
Omani pride in their/my heritage site’. Arabs also rated ‘I hope to understand more about Oman’s 
history/ heritage of the site’, and ‘I hope to see historical objects’ as important to them. Noticeably, 
87.4% of Arab respondents placed high importance (≥ 5) on the latter item. This finding suggests 
that ‘aesthetic’ experience opportunities are important for Arab respondents when they visit heritage 
sites. Similar to Western respondents, Arabs felt that finding interesting information during the visit 
was important.  
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Table ‎4.4: Experiences expectations at Nizwa Fort according to cultural group (individual items, 
measured on a 7-point scale) 
It can be seen that Western respondents placed the highest importance on learning experiences; for 
instance, understanding Oman’s history/ heritage of the site and acquiring new information during 
their visit. This is in line with Western respondents’ rating learning and discovery as the main 
reasons for their visit. Westerners also wanted to encounter interesting information. However, items 
related to conservation and protection of heritage sites, that is, ‘I hope the experience will change/ 
challenge my views’ and ‘I hope to understand the importance of conserving heritage sites’ were 
given low scores compared to other items.   
It was expected that seeking a personal connection with the site would be among the most preferred 
experiences at the site for Arab visitors. However, contrary to expectations, Arabs rated this as the 
lowest. Despite this, the mean score suggests that finding a personal connection is still important 
(5.18 on a 7 point scale). 
 Experiential statements  
Arab (N=304) Western (N=308) 
 Mean SD  Mean SD 
I hope to gain an understanding of Omani pride in their/my 
heritage site. 6.27 1.26 5.51 1.25 
I hope to understand more about Oman’s history/ heritage of 
the site. 6.10 1.22 6.06 0.92 
I hope to see historical objects. 
6.10 1.15 5.67 1.21 
I hope to find interesting information. 
6.00 1.20 5.81 0.99 
I hope to learn new facts or information during my visit. 
5.96 1.29 5.88 0.96 
I hope to be fascinated with things that I will see, hear, or read. 
5.87 1.25 5.75 1.07 
I hope to learn more about the importance of protecting 
Oman’s heritage sites. 5.79 1.42 5.13 1.41 
I hope to feel a sense of wonder or awe. 
5.78 1.42 5.06 1.47 
I hope to understand the importance of conserving heritage 
sites. 5.63 1.43 4.94 1.52 
I hope the experience will make me more interested in history. 
5.57 1.48 5.07 1.38 
I hope the experience will change/ challenge my views. 
5.27 1.61 4.45 1.48 
I hope to feel a personal connection with the site. 
5.18 1.63 3.93 1.64 
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In order to restructure the 12 experiential items into a smaller number of coherent subscales, the 
experiential items for each data set (Arab and Western) were subjected to exploratory factor 
analysis.  
Arab group:  
Responses from the Arab group (N=304) in relation to their preferences for the 12 experiential 
items were subjected to Principal axis factor analysis with varimax rotation. Two factors had 
eigenvalues > 1; sampling adequacy was verified by Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin test, KMO = .895. The 
Bartlett's test of Sphericity was shown to be acceptable for Principal axis factor analysis, χ2 = (66) = 
1354.82 = p < .001. Although the commonly used criterion to retain a factor is to have eigenvalues 
>1, Stevens (2009) recommended that social science researchers also consider other criteria when 
deciding how many factors should be retained. Stevens (2009) suggested that when the sample size 
> 200, it is useful also to examine the scree plot. The cut-off point of factors to be retained is where 
there is clear inflexion that is followed by a trailing off. The total variance being explained by 
factors is another important concern for researchers (Stevens, 2009). The scree plot suggested that a 
third factor might also be included as there appeared to be two points of inflexion (there was no 
clear sharp slope), and the two factors that had eigenvalues > 1 only explained 53.92 % of the total 
variance. The third factor had an eigenvalue of 0.903 and increased the total variance explained to 
61.451. Hence, it was decided to include the third factor. Further, the item ‘I hope the experience 
will change/ challenge my views’ was removed from the final Principal axis factor analysis as it did 
not load onto any factor when Principal axis factor analysis was carried out on data of the Western 
group (further details below in the Western group Principal axis factor analysis section)
11
. Principal 
axis factor analysis was re-conducted on the experiential items of Arab group (N=304) with SPSS 
instructed to calculate three factors.  
Table 4.5 illustrates the loadings for the eleven items after rotation. The three underlying factors can 
be interpreted as follows. Factor 1 represents affective items (‘to feel a sense of wonder or awe’; ‘to 
be fascinated with things that will be seen, heard, or read’; ‘to feel a personal connection with the 
site’; ‘to find interesting information’; ‘to gain an understanding of Omani pride in their/my 
heritage site’; ‘to see historical objects’), factor 2 represents conservation/ history items (‘to learn 
more about the importance of protecting Oman’s heritage sites’; ‘to increase one’s interest in 
history’; ‘understand the importance of conserving heritage sites’), and factor 3 represents learning 
                                                            
11 In Section 3.4.4.1 it was highlighted that the Arabic version of the survey included additional phrase to the 
item ‘I hope the experience will change/ challenge my views’ that is ‘heritage sites’; whereas English version 
did not. It might be that the inclusion of ‘heritage sites’ phrase to the Arabic version contributed to its 
loading along with other conservation items.   
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items (‘to learn new facts or information during the visit’; ‘to understand more about Oman’s 
history/ heritage of the site’). 
Table ‎4.5: Factor loadings of individual experiential items for Arab visitors (N=304) 
Western Group: 
Responses of the Western group (N=308) were subjected to Principal axis factor analysis with 
varimax rotation. SPSS (version 21) failed to run rotated factor matrix for the 12 items. The 
communalities of the 12 items were then reviewed and the failure was attributed to the low 
communalities of the item ‘I hope the experience will change/ challenge my views’ (0.189). Hence, 
the item was removed and the Principal axis factor analysis was successfully repeated.  
The remaining 11 experiential items loaded onto three factors that showed eigenvalues above 1.0, 
and explained 67.25 % of the total variance. Sampling adequacy was verified by Kaiser-Meyer-
Olkin test, KMO = .852. The Bartlett's test of Sphericity was shown to be acceptable for Principal 
axis factor analysis, χ2 = (55) = 1489.563 = p < .001. Table 4.6 illustrates the loading for the 11 
items after rotation. 
Similar to the Arab group, factor 1 represents conservation/ history items (except one item, ‘I hope 
to gain an understanding of Omani pride in their/ my heritage’), factor 2 represents learning items, 
and factor 3 represents affective items (see Table 4.6 below).  
 
 
  1 2 3 
I hope to feel a sense of wonder or awe. 0.663   
I hope to be fascinated with things that I will see, hear, or read. 0.662   
I hope to feel a personal connection with the site. 0.589   
I hope to find interesting information. 0.529  
 I hope to gain an understanding of Omani pride in their/my heritage site. 0.425   
I hope to see historical objects. 0.422  
 
I hope to learn more about the importance of protecting Oman’s heritage 
sites.  
0.646 0.411 
I hope the experience will make me more interested in history.  
0.636  
I hope to understand the importance of conserving heritage sites. 0.471 0.503 
 I hope to learn new facts or information during my visit.   0.762 
I hope to understand more about Oman’s history/ heritage of the site.   0.488 
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Table ‎4.6: Factor loadings of individual experiential items for Western visitors (N=308) 
Principal axis factor analysis suggested that the experiential items for Arab and Western loaded 
onto similar factors, that is, they appeared to reflect similar latent factors. However, there are two 
deviations:   
 The item ‘I hope the experience will change/ challenge my views’ had very low 
communalities in the data of the Western group, while it had high communalities in the Arab 
group data. Thus, it was decided to remove this item from the final Principal axis factor 
analysis processes in both groups.  
 The item ‘I hope to gain an understanding of Omani pride in their/ my heritage’ loaded onto 
different factors within each group. In other words, each group appeared to interpret this 
item differently. It seems that Arab respondents associated this item with affect rather than 
cognition. On the other hand, for Western respondents, this particular item appeared to be 
more aligned to cognitive experiences, that is, Principal axis factor analysis suggested that 
Western respondents associated this concept with the conservation/ heritage factor. In other 
words, they wanted to understand the reasoning behind conserving this site and how it 
related to Omani people’s national pride. This implied that this item should be dealt with 
separately.  
To make sure that items loaded on to similar underlying factors in both data sets when excluding 
the item ‘I hope to gain an understanding of Omani pride in their/my heritage site’, Principal axis 
factor analysis was re-conducted on both data sets and similar underlying factors were extracted. 
The reliability of these three factors is satisfactory in both data sets (Table 4.7). 
  1 2 3 
I hope to learn more about the importance of protecting Oman’s heritage 
sites. 
0.849   
I hope to understand the importance of conserving heritage sites. 0.756   
I hope to gain an understanding of Omani pride in their/my heritage site. 0.555   
I hope the experience will make me more interested in history. 0.449   
I hope to learn new facts or information during my visit.  0.854  
I hope to understand more about Oman’s history/ heritage of the site.  0.663  
I hope to find interesting information.  0.529 0.594 
I hope to be fascinated with things that I will see, hear, or read.  0.458 0.571 
I hope to feel a sense of wonder or awe.   0.548 
I hope to see historical objects.  0.455 0.526 
I hope to feel a personal connection with the site. 0.436   0.457 
    
109 
 
Table 4.7 reports mean scores and standard deviations for each cultural group on the experiential 
factors. Westerners attached the highest importance to cognitive experiences followed by 
understanding Omani pride in their heritage, then affective factors. Arabs placed the highest 
importance on understanding Omani pride, followed by cognitive and affective experiences. It is 
important to acknowledge here that it is not always safe to compare a single item with grouped 
items; however, here even when single items are compared (as reported above), the Omani pride 
item received the highest importance score within the Arab group.  
In order to explore statistical differences between Arab and Western respondents in expectations of 
experiences, a t-test was performed. Table 4.7 illustrates results of the t-test that compared the two 
cultural groups – these are presented in descending order according to Arab group’s mean scores. 
The t-test suggests that Arab respondents placed higher importance on understanding of Omani 
pride, affective and conservation factors. For Western respondents, experiences classified as 
‘cognitive’ were the most important expectation, but there was no difference between the two 
groups in the importance placed on this factor. For the Arab group, as noted in relation to individual 
item importance scores, understanding Omani pride in their heritage site was the most important 
experience at Nizwa Fort, followed by experiences that enabled them to learn about the site and 
Oman’s heritage. 
Table ‎4.7: Composite mean scores for expectations of experiences 
Experience Factor 
Arab (N = 
304) 
Western (N = 
308) 
*t-test output (N=612) 
I hope to gain an 
understanding of Omani pride 
in their/my heritage site 
Mean = 6.28 
SD = 1.26 
 
Mean = 5.51 
SD = 1.25 
 
t (610)= 7.53, p < .001, mean 
difference 0.76 (0.56 to 0.96) 
Cognitive  
Mean = 6.03 
SD = 1.09 
α = 0.68 
Mean = 5.97 
SD = 0.86 
α = 0.789 
t (610)= 0.783, p = .435, mean 
difference 0.79 (-0.09 to 0.21) 
Affective  
Mean = 5.78 
SD = 0.98 
α = 0.788 
Mean = 5.25 
SD = 0.92 
α = 0.755 
t (610)= 6.9, p < .001, mean 
difference 0.59 (0.38 to 0.21) 
Conservation  
Mean = 5.66 
SD = 1.18 
α = 0.75 
Mean = 5.04 
SD = 1.18 
α = 0.762 
t (610)= 6.48, p < .001, mean 
difference 0.61 (0.43 to 0.80) 
Mean scores of the four experiential factors were further subjected to a two-way ANOVA between 
groups to explore whether the effect of culture remains when other demographic variables are 
controlled; and if there was an interaction effect between cultural background and other 
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demographic factors – gender, age, and educational level on all experiential factors except cognitive 
factors (there was no significant t-test on this factor). The effect of cultural background remains 
significant; and there was no significant interaction between cultural background and other 
demographic factors on all experiential items (results are presented in Table D2, Appendix D). 
A two-way ANOVA revealed that age had a significant main effect on the conservation experiential 
factor, F (2, 606) = 6.48, p =.002, Eta
2
= .021
12
. Post-hoc comparisons using Tukey HSD test 
showed that respondents in the age group 30-49 tended to score significantly higher (Mean = 5.53, 
SD = 1.16) on the conservation factor in comparison to the older group >49 (Mean = 5.13, SD = 
1.24), and the younger group (Mean = 5.27, SD = 1.25). 
Pre-visit expectations were further explored through open-ended questions. The response rate was 
23 % among the Arab group and 8.8 % among the Western group. Again, common themes that 
emerged from both groups are presented first, followed by some distinct themes that were reported 
only by Arab respondents.  
 Common themes 
Cognitive experiences: Respondents reported their expectations in relation to learning about topics 
at the site. Westerners were more likely to indicate their expectations and to list various topics that 
they hoped to learn about at the site. Westerners emphasised the importance of the learning 
experience by pointing out their interest in learning about Oman, local history, craftsmanship, the 
military role of the place, and other cultures and their ways of living in the past and present. Arab 
respondents also indicated their interest in experiences that allow them to know about the heritage 
and history of the site, and learn about the surrounding area. 
 ‘Understanding of modern Oman and future Oman’ (W 175) 
‘Learning about why the fort is no longer used i.e. the historical context comparing the past 
to the present’ (W 217) 
 ‘I hope to experience a contextualized exhibition with historical perspectives’ (W 119)  
‘To gain an enhanced understanding of the customs, values and generally cultural 
considerations of other world communities’ (W 210)  ‘ 
 ‘Nice photo and informational signs explaining the history of this place’ (A197) 
Sensory experiences: Regardless of their cultural background, respondents expected to have 
sensory experiences. Arabs wanted to enjoy Omani hospitality by indicating their interest in having 
                                                            
12 Although the age group > 49 in the Arab’s data appears to be small, Levene’s test p value is > .05.  
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Omani sweet ‘Halwa13’ and coffee. Western respondents also reported that they wanted to 
experience Omani food.  
 ‘Hospitality service such as Omani coffee and Halwa’ (A 50) 
 ‘Nice coffee shop selling drinks and simples meals + sandwiches, Arabic food in particular’ 
(W 2) 
 Arabs’ additional expectations  
Interactive experiences: A common theme among Arab respondents was their desire to engage in 
interactive experiences. For example, Arabs wished to participate in traditional activities/ shows, 
wear Omani traditional clothes, and participate in traditional events.    
 ‘I wish to have things to make me interact with the site’ (A 2) 
 ‘I hope to participate in an activity at the fort, get connected to it’ (A 14) 
 ‘Wear Omani clothes with its accessories’ (A 31) 
 ‘Trying traditional activities of making pottery and textile’ (A 227)  
‘Make the place alive, for example activities such as horse riding, carriage tour, characters 
representing ancient famous people moving around the site’ (A 108) 
Unlike Westerners, Arab respondents indicated their interest in learning experiences by pointing to 
the importance of watching audio-visual presentations that inform them about the site/ history.  
 ‘Watch detailed presentation about history’ (A 47) 
 ‘I want to see screens explaining each part of the fort’ (A 53) 
Arab respondents were also interested in seeing live traditional shows demonstrating traditional 
handcraft production, and re-enactment scenes demonstrating important parts of Oman’s history.  
 ‘I wish to see some people, from different ages, doing some traditional shows’ (A 36) 
 ‘I wish to see Omani making handcrafts’ (A 41) 
‘Live shows, people demonstrating how to make handcrafts, silver and other hand-made 
things’ (A 61) 
Aesthetic experiences: Additionally, Arab respondents hoped to see historical objects, to see things 
that they had heard about, to feel impressed, and to feel in awe.  
 ‘I hope to see unique things’ (A 20) 
                                                            
13 Halwa is the name of a famous Omani desert 
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 ‘I hope to see all things that I heard about this fort’ (A 20) 
 ‘See new things that make me feel awe, enjoyable, and different from my country’ (A 9) 
Next, results on visitors’ preference in interpretive facilities will be presented. 
4.2.3 Preferences Relating to Interpretive Methods  
As discussed in Chapter Two, principles of interpretation have been developed around Western 
visitors' interest, and further research is needed to ascertain whether such principles meet the 
interests of visitors from other cultural backgrounds. Thus, one of the key aims of this study is to 
explore and compare the interests of Arab and Western visitors in relation to preferences for and 
perceptions of interpretation facilities and content.  
In the pre-visit survey, respondents were asked to indicate on a seven-point scale the importance of 
16 methods of interpretation at a heritage site. Table 4.8 illustrates the mean scores according to 
cultural groups, with items ordered in decreasing importance according to the responses of the Arab 
group.  
Arab respondents placed the highest importance on providing directional signs that guided and 
enabled them to see all sections of the fort. The availability of friendly and helpful staff at the 
heritage site was also very important, as was provision of information brochures that explain the 
site. For Western visitors, interpretation signs providing access to information about the site and its 
objects were considered the most important facility. The availability of helpful and friendly staff 
was also important, as was the availability of directional signs.  
Responses on the importance of interpretation facilities were subjected to an independent samples t-
test to explore any statistical differences between the two cultural groups. Results are presented 
above in Table 4.8. The t-tests revealed that Arab respondents placed significantly higher 
importance on 10 interpretation methods than Westerners (directional signs, information brochures, 
traditional craft demonstration, displays and exhibits, historical re-enactments, audio-visual 
presentations, educational materials to take home, self-guided tour –mobile/ cell phone application, 
activities for children/families, guided tours)
14
. 
                                                            
14
 Ballantyne et al. (2014) reported similar findings, that is, local visitors (Chinese) were more demanding in 
relation to interpretation methods and content. It is important to highlight here that it is possible that the high 
rating by Arab respondents may reflect a response bias, however, the post-visit responses on the site’s 
performance on interpretive methods and content did not show a similar bias (see section 4.2.3). It is thus 
assumed that the high rating in Arab respondents’ pre-visit responses is not caused by a social desirability 
response bias.  
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Table ‎4.8:‎Arab‎and‎Western‎visitors’‎preferences‎for‎interpretation‎methods‎(measured‎on‎a‎7-point 
scale) 
Interpretation methods  
Arab (N=304) Western (N=308) 
t-test output (N=612) 
 Mean SD  Mean SD 
Directional signs 6.19 1.16 5.94 1.08 t (610)= 2.74,  p = .006, mean difference 
0.24 (0.06 to 0.42) 
Friendly/helpful staff 6.17 1.24 6.14 1.02 t (610) = 0.41,  p = .636, mean difference 
0.38 (- 0.14 to 0.22) 
Information brochures  6.01 1.29 5.55 1.29 t (610) = 4.42,  p < .001, mean difference  
0.46 (0.25 to 0.66) 
Information signs about 
the site and objects  6.00 1.34 6.19 0.94 
t (610)= -1.94,  p = .053, mean difference  
-0.18 (-0.36 to -0.002) 
Directional maps of the 
site 5.88 1.46 5.83 1.26 
t (610) = 0.48,  p = 0.626, mean 
difference  0.05 (-0.16 to 0.26) 
Traditional craft 
demonstration  5.88 1.50 4.92 1.49 
t (610) = 7.93,  p < .001, mean difference  
0.95 (0.72 to 1.19) 
Displays & exhibits 5.80 1.40 5.30 1.25 t (610) = 4.62,  p < .001, mean difference  
0.49 (0.29 to 0.71) 
Historical re-enactments  5.69 1.66 4.36 1.67 t= 9.92,  p < .001, mean difference  1.33 
(1.06 to 1.60) 
Audio-visual 
presentations 5.63 1.63 4.72 1.58 
t (610)= 7.01,  p = .008, mean difference  
0.91 (0.65 to 1.16) 
Self-guided tour –
Brochures 5.59 1.50 5.43 1.48 
t (610) = 1.41,  p= .183, mean difference  
0.16 (-0.08 to 0.40) 
Educational materials to 
take home 5.38 1.63 4.19 1.73 
t (610)= 8.78,  p < .001, mean difference  
1.2 (0.92 to 1.46) 
Self-guided tour –Mobile/ 
cell phone application 5.22 1.74 3.82 1.90 
t (610) = 9.52,  p < .001, mean difference  
1.4 (1.11 to 1.70) 
Activities for 
children/families 5.01 1.84 3.12 1.73 
t (610) = 13.01,  p < .001, mean 
difference 1.89 (1.60 to 2.17) 
Self-guided tour –Audio 
4.96 1.94 4.98 1.72 
t (610) = -0.11,  p = .910, mean 
difference  -.017 (-.31 to .27) 
Guided tours 4.89 2.16 4.16 1.81 t (610) = 4.55,  p < .001, mean difference  
0.73 (0.41 to 1.05) 
The difference in ratings between Arabs and Westerners in relation to the mobile application self-
guided tour item is interesting. As the Arab group was younger, they might be more application-
friendly, and possibly attach more importance to application self-guided tour. When including all 
respondents from both cultural groups in a one-way ANOVA to explore the effect of age on self-
guided tour via mobile application, age had a significant main effect F (2, 609) = 6.65, p = .001, 
Eta
2 
= .021. Post-hoc comparisons using the Tukey HSD test suggested that older respondents (> 
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49, N = 139) attached significantly less importance to this item (Mean = 3.99, SD = 1.87) than 
respondents in the younger age groups 18-29 (N = 209) and 30-49 (N = 264), (Mean = 4.67, SD = 
1.94), (Mean = 4.68, SD = 1.96). This suggests that visitors in the younger age groups were 
interested in self-guided tour via cell phone.  
As the number of Arab respondents who came in a family group was noticeably higher than in the 
Western group, and this was a possible source of confounding in relation to preferences for 
‘activities for children/families’, a two way ANOVA was conducted to explore whether the effect 
of cultural group remains when the effect of visiting group is controlled. The effect of cultural 
background remained significant, F (1, 600) = 69.45, p < .001, Eta
2
 = .104 on ‘activities for 
children/families’. A two-way between-group analysis of variance suggests that the interaction 
effect between cultural background and visiting group was not statistically significant F (5, 600) = 
1.34, p = .245, Eta
2
 = .011. Furthermore, a one-way ANOVA analysis was conducted to explore the 
impact of visiting group on the respondents’ preferences on ‘activities for children/ families’ in the 
Arab group data only. There was no statistically significant difference between visiting groups: F 
(5, 298) = 1.23, p = .296.  
The only item to which Westerners attached more importance than Arabs (with strong but not 
significant statistical difference) is ‘information signs about the site and objects’. This is not 
surprising considering that Western respondents’ main reason for visiting was the quest for a 
learning experience.  
A two-way ANOVA was conducted to explore if the effect of cultural background remains when 
other demographic factors are controlled on interpretive methods that had significant t-test results. 
The effect of cultural background remains significant; and there were no significant interactions 
between cultural background and other demographic factors on all experiential items (see Table D3 
Appendix D).  
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4.2.4 Preferences Relating to Interpretive Content 
Items measuring interpretive content were adapted from previous studies within the built heritage 
context (religious and monuments). In the pre-visit survey, respondents were invited to rate (on a 7 
point scale) the importance of 14 interpretive topics at Nizwa Fort.  
Table 4.9 illustrates the importance that each cultural group assigned to the provision of interpretive 
content. The Western group were particularly interested in learning about why the site is important. 
They also wanted to learn about Omani culture and how the site has been used over time.  
Arab respondents rated information on historical events that happened at the site as the most 
important topic they expected to learn about during their visit. They were also interested in finding 
out about people who lived and worked at the site. Like Westerners, they wanted information that 
explained the importance of the site. Unlike Westerners, however, Arabs were interested in the 
provision of information related to the site’s architecture, suggesting that the Fort’s aesthetic beauty 
was important for Arab respondents. The finding that Arab respondents assigned the lowest 
importance to information about local tribes and poetry about the site and surrounding area is 
surprising and will be discussed further in the next chapter.  
T-tests were conducted to explore any significant differences between the two cultural groups on 
the importance they attached to interpretive content items (Table 4.9). This revealed that Arab 
respondents placed significantly higher importance than Westerners on the provision of information 
about events that happened at the site, information about the fort’s architecture, stories about 
famous people connected with the site, facts and figures about the buildings/ structure, how the site 
was being looked after, and poetry about the site and surrounding area. Also, there is a strong 
statistical difference between Arab and Western visitors’ preference for information on the ‘people 
who lived / worked here’ item.  
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Table ‎4.9: Interpretive topic importance according to cultural groups (measured on a 7-point scale) 
 
 
 
Interpretive topic 
Arab (N=304) Western (N=308) 
t-test output (N=614) 
 Mean SD  Mean SD 
Events that happened here 6.23 1.19 5.91 1.06 t (610)= - 3.56,  p < .001, mean 
difference  0.32 (0.15 to .50) 
Why this site is important 6.17 1.13 6.06 .97 t (610)= - 1.28, p = .201, mean 
difference  0.11 (-0.06 to .28) 
People who lived / worked here 6.15 1.22 5.93 1.04 t (610)= - 2.47, p = .014, mean 
difference  0.23 (0.05 to 0.41) 
Fort’s architecture  6.14 1.23 5.60 1.23 t (610)= - 5.39,  p < .001, mean 
difference  0.54 (0.34 to .73) 
How this fort has been used 
through time 
6.13 1.17 5.99 0.96 t (610)= - 1.63, p = .103, mean 
difference  0.14 (-0.03 to 0.31) 
How this place was built 6.00 1.30 5.91 1.05 t (610)= - 0.95, p = .342, mean 
difference  .09 (-0.10 to .28) 
Legends / traditional stories 
relating to this site 
5.96 1.28 5.78 1.18 t (610)= - 1.76, p = 0.074, mean 
difference  0.18 (-0.02 to .37) 
Insight into Omani culture 5.95 1.25 6.01 .99 t (610)= 0.65, p = .517, mean 
difference  -0.06 (-0.24 to .12) 
Stories of famous people who are 
connected with the site 
5.92 1.40 5.23 1.42 t (610)= - 6.07,  p < .001, mean 
difference  0.69 (0.47 to .91) 
Facts and figures about the 
buildings/structure 
5.90 1.28 5.55 1.28 
t (610)= -3.41, p = .001, mean 
difference  0.35 (0.15 to .56) 
Local customs 5.69 1.32 5.49 1.23 t (610)= - 1.95, p = .052, mean 
difference  .20 (0.00 to 0.40) 
How the site is looked after 5.60 1.35 4.57 1.46 t (610)= - 9.03,  p < .001, mean 
difference 1.03 (0.80 to 1.25) 
Local tribes 5.47 1.57 5.49 1.16 t (610)= 0.15, p= .882, mean 
difference  -0.02 (-0.24 to 0.20) 
Poetry about the site and 
surrounding area 
4.87 1.73 3.92 1.69 t (610)= -6.84,  p < .001, mean 
difference  -0.95 (-1.21 to -0.67) 
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Two-way ANOVAs were carried out to explore if the effect of cultural background remains when 
other demographic factors are controlled on items that had significant t-test results. The effect of 
cultural background remains significant and there was no significant interaction between cultural 
background and most of the other demographic factors on all interpretive topics that had significant 
t-test results. Table D4 (Appendix D), however, shows that the only significant interaction effect 
was between cultural background and gender on two items: ‘how the site is looked after’; and 
‘poetry about the site and surrounding area’. However, for both items, cultural background still had 
a significant effect whereas gender was not shown to have a significant main effect.  
 
Figure ‎4.1: Performance of interpretive content according to gender 
The significant interaction effect that was found on the above two items prompted the exploration 
of visitors’ responses according to gender within each cultural group. Figure 4.1 graphs importance 
scores according to gender within each group.  
In the Western group, female respondents placed higher importance on almost all interpretive topic 
items with two exceptions - ‘facts and figures about the buildings/structure’ and ‘the fort’s 
architecture’. Within the Western group, gender had no statistically significant effect with only one 
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exception – Western females were more interested in learning about local customs (Mean = 5.71, 
SD = 1.24) than Western males (Mean = 5.3, SD = 1.18), t (306) = - 2.96, p = .003).  
In the Arab group, female respondents placed lower importance on almost all interpretive topic 
items, with the exception of ‘information about legends/ traditional stories relating to this site’. 
Arab females considered this item as the second most important information available at Nizwa 
Fort, while Arab males considered it among the least important, as shown above in Figure 4.1.  
Arab males were significantly more likely than Arab females to attach high importance to: 
 ‘information about how this place was built’, t (302) = 2.3, p = .007; 
 ‘facts and figures about the buildings/ structure’, t (302) = 4.12, p < .001; 
 ‘information about how the site is looked after’, t (302) = 3.16, p = .002; and 
 ‘poetry about the site and surrounding area’, t (302) = 2.71, p = .007 
Along with closed-ended questions, respondents were invited to add topics that they expected to 
learn about during their visit. While analysis of open-ended responses did not reveal any specific 
themes within the Western group, open-ended questions revealed that Arab respondents would like 
to see the following specific content presented at the site:  
Site’s‎construction‎stories:‎Arabs wanted to hear stories about the Fort’s construction, and from 
where they brought construction materials.    
‘Materials that used in building this fort, how did they found it, make it, and build it?’ (A 
233) 
 ‘Materials types that were used in building the fort’ (A 253) 
‘Problems and challenges that people faced at that time of building it and how they 
overcome them, some interesting stories’ (A 211) 
‘How did they build such forts in past time without new technology to help them’ (A 233) 
Information on important events, and famous people who had lived here: Arab respondents 
indicated their interest in knowing about major events and famous people associated with the site.  
 ‘Most important event that happened here’ (A 41) 
 ‘Information about important events occurred here’ (A 241) 
 ‘Famous, important people who lived in this site’ (A 91) 
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They also wanted to know how people lived in the past and interacted with their environment.  
‘How people lived in the past in this site whether they were adults or children’ (A 108) 
‘I would like to know people who lived here, how did they live, and what they used to do 
inside this site’ (A 59) 
‘I wish to see how old women dressed in comparison with present women; Writing and 
communication methods between people and people from town to town’ (A 260) 
The above sections highlighted similarities and differences between the two cultural groups in 
visitors’ pre-visit preferences and expectations. The following sections will present similarities and 
differences between the two cultural groups in visitors’ perception of on-site experiences and 
interpretation.   
4.2.5 Perceptions of On-site Experiences  
Using statements similar to those used to measure pre-visit expectations for on-site experiences at 
Nizwa Fort, respondents’ engagement in the heritage experience was measured by inviting them to 
indicate how much they agreed with the 16 statements (1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree).  
Post-visit responses show that the two cultural groups responded differently to the way they 
perceived their on-site experiences. Table 4.10 illustrates results of individual experiential items (in 
descending order according to the Arab group’s mean scores). 
Arab respondents felt that the visit made them feel more strongly about protecting Oman’s heritage, 
and that they gained an understanding of Omani pride in their heritage. They also agreed quite 
strongly with the item ‘the visit made me reflect on the importance of conserving heritage sites’, 
suggesting that the visit encouraged them to reflect on and appreciate the conservation effort being 
made to protect the site. Western respondents felt that their on-site experiences were informative as 
they gave the highest ratings to ‘I have learnt some new facts or information during the visit’, and ‘I 
found the experience interesting’. Westerners also enjoyed seeing historical objects such as 
jewellery at the site. Interestingly, regardless of the variations in other experiential items scores, 
respondents from the two cultural groups gave similar ratings on satisfaction items.  
 
 
 
120 
 
 
Table ‎4.10: Individual means scores for perceptions of on-site experiences according to cultural group 
(measured on a 7-point scale) 
 
Arab 
 
Western 
 
Items    Mean  SD Mean  SD 
I feel more strongly about protecting Oman's heritage sites.  6.08 1.21 5.17 1.21 
I gained an understanding of Omani pride in their/my 
heritage site. 5.95 1.34 5.38 1.23 
The visit made me reflect on the importance of conserving 
heritage sites. 5.83 1.37 5.24 1.30 
I enjoyed seeing historical objects. 5.76 1.35 5.77 1.17 
The visit has made me more interested in the history of this 
area. 5.74 1.37 5.55 1.05 
I have learnt some new facts or information during the visit. 5.65 1.41 5.92 1.13 
I found the experience interesting. 5.50 1.35 5.92 0.92 
I felt a sense of wonder or awe. 5.46 1.37 4.74 1.42 
My views have changed as a result of my visit. 5.32 1.48 4.31 1.33 
I was fascinated by the things I saw, heard, or read. 5.31 1.52 5.48 1.17 
I have a better understanding of Oman's history/ heritage 
because of my visit. 5.18 1.60 5.66 1.18 
I felt a personal connection with some aspects of the site. 5.15 1.61 3.75 1.58 
Satisfaction items 
I would recommend visiting this site to family and friends. 6.03 1.28 6.01 1.03 
Overall, I was satisfied with my visit here today.  6.01 1.24 6.03 0.92 
I feel I benefited from having come here today.  5.85 1.30 5.81 1.06 
The visit was as good as I had hoped. 5.71 1.46 5.74 1.12 
Items were recoded using the same factors as the pre-visit preferences. Composite scores for 
visitors’ perceptions of on-site experiences are presented in Table 4.11 (ordered according to the 
Arab group’s responses), along with the results of the t-test that explored cultural differences in 
these perceptions. 
 
 
 
 
121 
 
 
Table ‎4.11: Composite mean scores for perception of on-site experiences according to cultural group 
Experience Factor Arab Western *t-test output (N=612) 
I gained an understanding of 
Omani pride in their/my 
heritage site 
Mean = 5.95 
SD = 1.34 
Mean = 5.38 
SD = 1.23 
t (610)= 5.42, p < .001 
Conservation  Mean = 5.88 
SD = 1.04 
Mean = 5.32 
SD = 0.96 
t (610)= 6.92, p < .001, mean 
difference 0.56 (0.40 to 0.72) 
Affective  Mean = 5.44 
SD = 1.09 
Mean = 5.13 
SD = 0.93 
t (610)= 3.7, p < .001, mean 
difference 0.30 (0.14 to 0.46) 
Cognitive  Mean = 5.41 
SD = 1.35 
Mean = 5.79 
SD = 1.09 
t (610)= -3.8, p < .001, mean 
difference 0.61 (-0.57 to -0.18) 
After their visit, Arab respondents were significantly more likely to agree that they had a better 
understanding of Omani pride in their heritage, appreciated heritage conservation, and had been 
affectively engaged during their time at the site. Interestingly, Arabs felt that the site performed 
poorest in providing access to cognitive experiences. Westerners were significantly more likely than 
Arabs to agree that the visit had provided them with a better understanding of Oman’s history and 
heritage, and that they learned new factual information. 
Figure 4.2 graphs Arabs’ and Westerners’ pre- and post- visit mean scores in relation to the four 
aspects of their experience. Clearly, the visit appears to have had a positive impact on visitors’ 
feelings towards heritage site conservation, regardless of their cultural backgrounds. Pre- and post- 
visit mean scores show that while cognitive experience was second in importance to Arabs, it 
received the lowest score in post-visit perceptions. This suggests that Arabs were not satisfied with 
the current interpretive content at the site. Further, the graph illustrates that the patterns for the two 
cultural groups are quite different. While there are small gaps between pre-visit expectations and 
post-visit perceptions among Westerners, there are large ones between Arab respondents’ 
expectations and perceptions.  
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Figure ‎4.2: Pre and post scores of experience factors according to cultural group 
4.2.6 Perceptions of Performance on Interpretive Methods 
Using the same items that were used to measure pre-visit preferences, respondents’ perceptions of 
the sites’ performance in relation to interpretation were explored at the end of their visit. 
Respondents were given the chance to choose ‘not applicable’ if they did not use/ had not 
encountered the facility. Six interpretation methods were removed from the post-visit questionnaire, 
as they were not available at the time of the data collection. These were ‘friendly/ helpful staff’, 
‘mobile/ cell phone application tour’, ‘educational materials to take home’, ‘audio tour’, ‘traditional 
craft demonstration’ and ‘historical re-enactments’. The item ‘friendly/ helpful staff was removed 
because there were no staff scattered around the site to answer visitors’ enquiries during the time of 
the data collection
15
.  
                                                            
15 Normally the site has a number of guides/ attendees available around the site to answer visitors’ enquiries; 
however, due to some managerial issues there was only one guide available during the data collection period 
and he was stationed at the entrance (ticket desk) only and very rarely had the time to answer visitors’ 
enquiries. The site has workshop areas for local artisans, such as Omani Sweet (Halwa) making and silver 
and coppersmiths but they were unstaffed during the data collection period.  
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Arab respondents felt that the site performed best on displays and exhibits, followed by information 
signs about the sites and objects. They also felt that the site performed well on directional maps and 
the information brochure (Table 4.12).  
Westerners agreed with Arabs that the site performed well on displays and exhibits. The 
information brochure was also rated highly, as were information signs about the site and objects. 
Both cultural groups felt that the site did not perform well in terms of provision of activities for 
families and children. 
Table ‎4.12: Perceived performance of interpretive methods according to cultural groups (measured on 
a 7-point scale; 1 = poor - 7 = outstanding) 
Interpretation facilities 
Arab  Western t-test output  
Mean  SD Mean  SD   
Displays & exhibits 
5.10 1.5 5.16 1.06 t (576) = -0.57,  p = .565, mean 
difference -0.06 (-0.27 to 0.17) 
Information signs about the 
site and objects 
5.08 1.57 4.88 1.39 t (594) = 1.63,  p = .104, mean 
difference 0.19 (-0.04 to 0.43) 
Directional maps of the site 
4.98 1.68 4.58 1.46 t (521) = 2.91,  p = .004, mean 
difference 0.40 (0.13 to 0.67) 
Information brochures 
4.96 1.59 5.02 1.17 t (522) = -0.49,  p = .621, mean 
difference -0.059 (-0.29 to 0.17) 
Directional signs 
4.84 1.67 4.34 1.44 t (579) = 3.85,  p < .001, mean 
difference 0.49 (0.24 to 0.75) 
Audio-visual presentation 
4.59 1.86 4.1 1.52 t (462) = 3.06,  p = .002, mean 
difference 0.48 (0.17 to 0.79) 
Self-guided tours:  Brochures 
4.54 1.59 4.72 1.32 t (450) = -1.31,  p = .188, mean 
difference -0.18 (-0.45 to 0.08) 
Guided tours 
4.21 2.04 4.64 1.56 t (173) = -1.39,  p = .130, mean 
difference -0.42 (-0.97 to 0.12) 
Activities for children/families 
3.63 2.04 3.39 1.17 t (209) = .1.05,  p = .292, mean 
difference 0.23 (- 0.20 to 0.68) 
T-tests were conducted to identify any differences between the two groups in relation to their 
perception of the site’s performance (Table 4.12). There were significant differences between Arab 
and Western respondents’ perceptions of the site’s performance on directional signs and maps, with 
Arabs assigning higher performance scores to these aspects than Westerners. Further, Arabs 
attached significantly higher performance scores to audio-visual presentations than Westerners; 
however, both groups appeared to agree that the site’s performance on audio-visual elements was 
low compared with other facilities. While Arab respondents attached lower performance scores to 
the guided tour compared with Westerners, the difference was not significant. 
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4.2.7 Perceptions of Performance on Interpretive Content 
In the post-visit survey, respondents were asked to rate the quality of interpretive content at the site 
on a seven-point scale (from poor to outstanding). The item ‘poetry about the site and surrounding 
area’ was removed, as currently there is no interpretive content related to poetry on-site. Otherwise, 
the same items that were used to measure pre-visit preferences for interpretive content were used. 
Table 4.13 shows respondents’ perceptions of the sites’ interpretation content according to their 
cultural group. Arab respondents felt that Nizwa Fort performed well in providing explanations of 
why the site was important and stories about the people who lived/ worked here. Arabs also felt that 
the site provided good factual information about the building/ structure and insights into Omani 
culture.  
Westerners felt that the site performed well in providing insights into Omani culture, why the site is 
important, and the fort’s architecture. Both groups shared similar views on the poorest performing 
items, that is, information on local tribes, legends/ traditional stories relating to the site, and stories 
of famous people connected with the site.  
T-tests were conducted to measure cultural differences in visitors’ perceptions (see Table 4.13). 
There were no statistical differences between the two cultural groups regarding the way they 
perceived the site’s performance on all interpretive content items. 
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Table ‎4.13: Perceived performance of interpretive topics according to cultural groups (measured on a 
7-point scale) 
 
 
 
Interpretation Topics 
Arab  Western  
Mean  SD Mean  SD  t-test output 
Explanations of why this site is 
important 
4.82 1.68 4.90 1.18 
t (525)= -0.64,  p = .521, mean 
difference -0.08 (-0.33 to 0.16) 
Information about people who 
lived / worked here 
4.80 1.68 4.73 1.26 
t (483)= 0.48,  p = .632, mean 
difference -0.07 (-0.21 to 0.34) 
Facts and figures about the 
buildings/structure 
4.79 1.59 4.68 1.29 
t (509)= 0.88  p = .380, mean 
difference 0.11 (-0.14 to 0.37) 
Information that provides an 
insight into Omani culture 
4.79 1.58 5.03 1.18 
t (555)= -1.98,  p = .048, mean 
difference -0.24 (-0.47 to 0.00) 
Information about how this 
place was built 
4.77 1.79 4.62 1.27 
t (454)= 0.96,  p = .334, mean 
difference 0.14 (-0.14 to 0.43) 
Information on events that 
happened here 
4.75 1.75 4.43 1.30 
t (453)= 2.23,  p = .026, mean 
difference 0.33 (0.04 to 0.62) 
Information about the fort’s 
architecture  
4.75 1.82 4.89 1.28 t (510)= -0.99,  p = .321, mean 
difference -0.14 (-0.42 to 0.14) 
Information about how this fort 
has been used through time 
4.68 1.75 4.75 1.29 t (495)= -0.50,  p = .621, mean 
difference -0.07 (-0.34 to 0.21) 
Information about local 
customs 
4.52 1.71 4.57 1.22 t (491)= -0.43,  p = .670, mean 
difference -0.06 (-0.32 to 0.21) 
Information about how the site 
is looked after 
4.50 1.74 4.35 1.36 t (431)= 1.04,  p = .297, mean 
difference 0.16 (-0.14 to 0.45) 
Stories of famous people who 
are connected with the site 
4.38 1.78 4.09 1.45 
t (424)= 1.85,  p = .065, mean 
difference 0.16 (-0.02 to 0.60) 
Legends / traditional stories 
relating to this site 
4.36 1.75 4.23 1.36 
t (415)= 0.80,  p = .425, mean 
difference 0.12 (-0.18 to 0.43) 
Information about local tribes 4.16 1.84 4.26 1.35 t (428)= -0.62,  p = .533, mean 
difference -0.1 (-0.14 to 0.21) 
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4.2.8 Summary  
There are some statistically significant differences between the two cultural groups in their reasons 
to visit Nizwa Fort: 
 Arabs were motivated mostly by enjoyment reasons and brought their families to view the 
history and/or achievements of their ancestors. 
 Westerners were mainly interested in learning and enjoyment. They placed significantly higher 
importance on learning reasons for visiting than Arabs. 
 Arabs showed variation in their responses to social contact items. Although it appears they were 
interested in enjoying their time with family and friends, they placed low importance on 
developing and building new friendships or making new friends. Additionally, open-ended 
comments support the finding that Arabs wanted to enjoy their time with family and friends. 
There are differences between Arab and Western visitors’ regarding their pre-visit expectations in 
relation to experiences, and preferences for interpretive methods, and content: 
 For the Western group, their experience expectations were learning experiences. Arab visitors 
were significantly more likely to prefer experiences that made them feel pride in their heritage.  
 Arabs expected to have interactive and aesthetic experiences. 
 Interpretation methods of an oral nature, that is, audio-visual16 received a significantly higher 
importance rating by Arab visitors than Westerner visitors. 
There are differences between Arab and Western visitors regarding their post-visit perceptions of 
the site's provision of experiences, interpretive facilities and content: 
 Arabs were significantly more likely to agree that the visit made them appreciate the importance 
of protecting Oman's heritage sites and engendered a feeling of pride in their heritage; 
Westerners were significantly more likely to agree that they learnt something new during their 
visit. 
The implications from these findings for the provision of interpretive experiences at Arab heritage 
sites will be discussed in Chapter Five. The next two sections presents finding related to the second 
and third aims.  
                                                            
16 The audio-visual playing has no oral or written explanation. Brochures are presented in Arabic and English 
languages, likewise all interpretation materials.   
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4.3 Identifying the interpretive needs of the two cultural groups using 
Importance-Performance Analysis   
The second aim of this study is to explore interpretive needs for the two cultural groups using 
Importance-Performance Analysis (IPA) in relation to interpretation facilities and content. The first 
section presents the results of the IPA on interpretation methods and the second section presents 
results of the IPA on interpretive content.  
4.3.1 Interpretive Methods 
Western and Arab respondents’ ratings of importance and performance of interpretation facilities 
were entered into an importance/performance matrix to identify areas that may require attention by 
management. Axes were placed on the overall mean scores for importance and performance. Items 
fell into one of the following four quadrants: ‘possible overkill’, ‘low priority’, ‘concentrate here’, 
and ‘keep up the good work’ (see Figure 4.3).  
Items in the ‘keep up with the good work’ quadrant are those on which visitors placed above 
average importance and rated as above average in terms of performance. As shown in Figure 4.4, 
the IPA matrix placed Westerners’ and Arabs’ responses on three items in this quadrant: ‘displays 
& exhibits’, ‘information brochures’, and ‘information signs about the site and objects’. However, 
there were some differences between the two groups. Westerners felt that the self-guided-brochure
17
 
was both important and performed well, while Arab respondents felt that this element needed 
improvement. Arabs assigned the provision of directions to the ‘keep up the good work’ quadrant; 
however, Westerners felt they were important but required more attention. The IPA matrix suggests 
that Arab respondents felt that the current practice of displays and exhibits was good (high 
importance and high performance).  
Arab respondents felt that ‘audio-visual presentations’ were important but performed poorly and 
required more attention by the management, whereas Western respondents considered the same 
facility to be within the ‘low priority’ quadrant. In other words, Arab respondents placed more 
importance on audio-visual methods of presentation than did Western respondents.  
                                                            
17 The brochure provides a brief historical background on the development of the site and its importance. 
Then, it provides mixed information on each area of the site, its importance and usage in the past, factual 
information (some figures) and, if the area has displays and exhibits, the brochure provides a brief 
explanation. The booklet also includes a map of the site, pictures of different sections, as well as few pictures 
of other touristic attractions around Nizwa town.  
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Figure ‎4.3: Importance/performance analysis of Nizwa Fort interpretation methods 
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4.3.2 Interpretive Content 
An IPA matrix was also created to identify interpretive topics that may need further attention and 
enhancement (see Figure 4.4). Similarities and differences can be seen between Arabs and 
Westerners in terms of their perception of where Nizwa Fort’s management should focus their 
efforts. It appears that both cultural groups agreed that the site performed well in providing secular 
interpretive topics that focus on the site’s importance, how it was built, people who lived and 
worked here, and how it has been used through time. The IPA matrix places Arabs responses on 
fact and figure information provision, as well as ‘information on events that happened here’ within 
the ‘keep up the good work’ quadrant, suggesting that the site is doing well in this regard and that 
no further resource investment is required. Interestingly however, the IPA matrix places 
Westerners’ responses on facts and figures about the building and its structure, information on 
Forts’ architecture and local customs in the ‘possible overkill’ quadrant.  
Arabs felt the site’s management should dedicate more attention to interpretive topics that are more 
aesthetic in nature. The IPA matrix shows that Arabs assign ‘information on legends and traditional 
stories relating to this site’ and ‘stories of famous people who are connected with the site’ to the 
‘concentrate here’ quadrant, while Westerners’ responses on ‘information on events that happened 
here’ are in the ‘concentrate here’ quadrant.  
The IPA matrix suggests that both cultural groups shared similar views on the provision of 
information on local tribes, how the site is being looked after, and information on local customs by 
placing them on the ‘low priority’ quadrant. Additionally, responses from the Western group data 
suggest that ‘stories of famous people who are connected with the site’ and ‘legends / traditional 
stories relating to this site’ are within the ‘low priority’ area.  
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Figure ‎4.4: Importance/performance analysis of Nizwa Fort interpretation content 
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4.4 Visitors’‎Reflection‎on‎their‎Experience‎at‎Nizwa‎Fort‎ 
The third aim of the current study was to provide suggestions for enhancing interpretive experiences 
at Nizwa Fort. In order to facilitate this process, respondents were invited to indicate whether the 
visit met their expectations and why, suggest improvements, report their most and least enjoyable 
experiences, as well as indicate what they would tell others about the site.  
4.4.1 Reflections in relation to Expectations  
In the post-visit survey, respondents were asked two questions to explore the extent to which the 
visit met or did not meet their expectations. First, respondents were asked to indicate whether their 
visit met, exceeded, or did not meet their expectations. Second, respondents who chose ‘exceeded’ 
or ‘did not meet’ were asked to elaborate in their own words how the visit exceeded their 
expectations, or why it not did meet their expectations. Extracted themes that were common in both 
cultural groups are highlighted.  
Table ‎4.14:‎Respondents’‎overall‎perceptions regarding expectations according to cultural group  
 
Arab (%) Western (%) Total (%) 
Met expectations 190 (62.5) 256 (83.1) 446 (73.1) 
Exceeded Expectations 35 (11.5) 38 (12.3) 73 (11.9) 
Did not meet expectations 79 (25.9) 14 (4.5) 93 (15.2) 
A total of 62.5 % in the Arab group indicated that the visit met their expectations while 26 % of the 
same group indicated that their visit did not meet their expectations. A chi-square test suggests that 
Westerners were significantly more likely to report that their visit to Nizwa Fort met their 
expectations than Arabs. Also, Arab respondents were more likely to report that their visit was 
below their expectations than Western respondents, χ2 (2, n = 612) = 55.3, p < .001, CV = .301. 
Table 4.14 shows that the majority of Western respondents (83.1%) indicated that their visit met 
their expectations, while only a few respondents felt that it was below their expectations (4.5%). 
These findings suggest that in general, Arabs were less satisfied with their visit, although over one-
quarter of this group reported that the visit had exceeded their expectations.  
Among the Arab group, 83.3% of those who indicated ‘exceeded expectations’ or ‘did not meet 
expectations’ commented on the how and why question, while in the Western group only 67.1% 
responded. Responses from each group for each category were grouped and the following themes 
were extracted. First, themes for those who said their expectations were exceeded are presented, 
followed by those whose expectations were not met.  
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 Visitors’ perceptions regarding exceeding expectations 
Informative good exhibition: The exhibits and interpretive content at Nizwa Fort were a common 
theme that both groups perceived as reasons why their expectations were exceeded. Western 
respondents indicated that the site offered good exhibits and was informative. Westerners also 
reported that they did not expect to find such exhibits, and perhaps this might provide justification 
for the earlier finding in Section 4.3.1 where exhibits and displays fell in the ‘possible overkill’ 
quadrant in the IPA. Arab respondents reported that they learnt something new and indicated that 
the exhibit/s was/were beyond their expectation.  
 ‘I did not expect to see exhibition’ (A 204) 
 ‘Shows information about famous visitors to this place and Nizwa town’ (A 95) 
 ‘Learnt things that I did not know before’ (A 103) 
 ‘Learnt new info about the region and culture’ (W 97) 
‘Did not expect many good exhibitions and the amount of information available’ (W 268) 
Impressive site: Another common theme for Arabs and Westerners is that they were impressed 
with aspects of the exhibits or the entire fort. For instance, Arabs mentioned that there were 
impressed with artefacts that show Omani civilisation, while Westerners reported they were 
impressed with the fort itself.  
 ‘The fort itself was quite impressive’ (W 194) 
 ‘Things that show Oman’s civilisation make me impressed. (A 279) 
‘Felt’‎ the‎ heritage:‎ In addition to the previous two themes, Arab respondents felt that the visit 
exceeded their expectation due to aesthetic qualities they observed at Nizwa Fort. For instance, they 
enjoyed the nice view and seeing Omani heritage on display. 
‘I felt the beautiful past, the smell of passages, and I saw more beautiful things than I 
expected’ (A 188) 
‘Enjoyment of seeing Omani heritage’ (A 41) 
Level of conservation: For the Western group, they referred to the level of conservation at Nizwa 
Fort as being beyond what they expected. Other respondents noted the good condition of the site in 
comparison to other Omani forts.  
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‘The restoration is amazing’ (W 211) 
‘Amazing how through time the fort is looked after’ (W 137) 
‘Much better than another fort (Nakhal) that I visited last week’ (W 204) 
 Visitors’ perceptions regarding ‘why’ expectations were not met 
In terms of why the visit did not meet visitors’ expectations, the following themes were extracted.  
Wanted more information: Regardless of their cultural group, respondents expected to find more 
information. Among the Western group, this was the only theme in their responses to the why 
question. Western respondents indicated that they expected more information about the buildings 
and functions of various sections, as well as the ways of life of Omani people.  
‘Some more displayed information would be helpful to understand building structure + 
functions’ (W 291) 
‘Wanted to learn more about … the way of life of Oman people’ (W 203) 
In addition to their expectation to find information about the site and functions of different sections, 
Arab respondents reported that they expected to find information about events that happened there, 
people who lived there and how they interact with the environment, as well as myths/ legends and 
stories associated with the site.  
‘I did not get historical information about events that occurred in this site …’ (A 85) 
‘There was nothing to tell us about myth stories’ (A 51) 
‘No information about people who lived in the fort, how many of them, etc.’ (A 260) 
‘There is some extra information needed to be added especially the way of getting the water 
from the wells (ALMNJOUR), and teach Holy Quran in the past…’ (A 91) 
Absence of attendants: Although Arabs showed less interest in guided tours, they expected that the 
site would have people-based interpretation, that is, they wanted staff and/ or attendants around the 
site to explain things.  
 ‘There was no one explain things’ (A 102) 
‘I had some enquiries but because there was no guide, no one there, no one helped me to 
discover and know information about the site’ (A 156) 
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Lack of conservation: Although Western visitors were satisfied by the level of conservation at the 
Fort, some Arabs were not and indicated that they expected better conservation of the site and 
surrounding areas.   
 ‘Because the site was not properly cleaned’ (A 10) 
‘Caring for the fort’s surrounding area’ (A 244) 
Displays/ presentation: The displays were another area that did not meet Arab respondents’ 
expectations. Arabs reported that the way old materials were presented was not as they hoped; 
others mentioned the absence of historical displays. 
 ‘There were no historical displays to enrich the fort’ (A 99) 
4.4.2 Enjoyable Experiences at Nizwa Fort 
In order to explore aspects of experiences that visitors enjoyed most, they were invited to respond to 
two open-ended questions. Firstly, respondents were asked to report their most enjoyable 
experience at the site, and why it was enjoyable. Most respondents (70 % of Arabs and 77 % of 
Westerners) responded to this question. Responses were categorised into themes, which are 
presented in Table 4.15, along with examples of quotes.  
Secondly, respondents were given the opportunity to nominate one thing they would tell others 
about Nizwa Fort. Among the Arab group, 75% responded to this question, with a higher response 
rate among the Western group at 81.8%. Themes extracted from both sets of data are presented in 
Table 4.16.  
Table 4.15 shows that both cultural groups shared similar views on things that they enjoyed most; 
however, answering ‘why’ reveals some differences between the two groups. Regardless of their 
cultural backgrounds, visitors reported that seeing displays and exhibits was an enjoyable 
experience. Arab respondents enjoyed the exhibits because they enjoyed seeing historical displays, 
and because they felt the history in the exhibition enhanced their sense of cultural belonging. 
Westerners felt that being in exhibition halls was the most enjoyable aspect of their visit and 
attributed this to the learning opportunities provided. Western respondents specifically reported that 
the time corridor section was the part they enjoyed most during their visit. This section exhibits nine 
interpretive signs that track geological formation and development of the world, the Arabian 
Peninsula, and Oman. It also provides information about human milestones throughout major time 
periods across different areas of the world. Westerners enjoyed reading comparisons between  
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Table ‎4.15:‎Respondents’‎perception‎regarding‎the‎most‎enjoyed‎aspects‎of‎experience‎(selected‎quotes) 
Part‎of‎the‎visit‎visitors’‎enjoyed‎most 
Group Theme Quotes (examples) 
Both Seeing displays and 
experiencing the 
exhibition 
‘Exhibition; because I saw displays that helped me to know the history’ (A 138) 
‘Exhibition; I enjoyed seeing displays and felt deep history’ (A 256) 
‘Exhibition; I felt that I am Omani and enjoyed it very much’ (A 192) 
‘The historic descriptions of those that visited the area in past centuries’ (W 125) 
‘I enjoyed the posted/ information on the walls, I knew what happened here, what the rooms 
was used for’ (W 244) 
‘The exhibition, because of all the facts you learned of the Oman history’ (W 158) 
Both Seeing the defence 
system 
‘I enjoyed seeing wells, and different defence strategies such as doors, drill of pouring hot 
water, and stairs system defence’ (A 20) 
‘Reading/ learning about the towers' various defensive systems, because they are particularly 
ingenious and were (probably) quite effective.’ (W 168) 
Both Fort’s‎dimensions ‘Tower, impressiveness of the tower's construction and defence’ (W 51) 
‘Top of the fort, its height, width, and strength’ (A 63) 
‘The tower, its strategic location, and that it overlooks the surrounding area’ (A 267) 
Both Seeing‎Fort’s‎rooms ‘Rooms, they show the details of daily life and give identity’ (A 199) 
‘The living rooms, seeing how people lived in the past (and some perhaps today as well) (W 
280) 
‘Reading rooms, felt like being in a traditional Omani house and beautiful’ (W 287) 
Both The views ‘The forts’ tower, nice view, it overlook on Nizwa market’ (A 297) 
‘Tower, view was stunning, with the information obtained before, it was quite interesting to 
see it, life!!’ (W 66) 
Arab Enjoyed it all ‘All of it, it shows the talent of Omanis in the past in building fort and castle’ (A 35) 
‘All parts of the site, it reflects how Omani society lived in the past, especially wars periods’ 
(A174) 
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different cultures on a timeline scale provided. They found it interesting to see how different 
cultures looked at the same time. 
The design of the site, its dimensions, and its defence system were other aspects of the visit that 
both cultural groups enjoyed. Arab respondents were impressed by the way people used to think in 
the past as well as their innovation in designing and building the site. Western respondents felt the 
site was unique and interesting, with some having a particular interest in the fort’s defence system. 
Noticeably, Arabs related their enjoyment to seeing various aspects/parts of the defence system, 
whereas Westerners specifically referred to the learning experience they had. Respondents from 
both groups indicated that they enjoyed seeing the different rooms (such as the Sohar room and 
kitchen) because they reflect the way people used to live in the past and provide insights into Omani 
culture. Data extracted from the Arab group show that there are three specific rooms that Arabs 
repeatedly mentioned as being enjoyable – the Imam’s18 room, the dates store, and the prison, 
which was interesting and ‘scary’ and had authentic displays. The shepherds’ room was another part 
of the site that Arabs enjoyed during their visit. 
Seeing the tower and the view from its top was another aspect of the visit that visitors enjoyed. 
Respondents enjoyed seeing the tower itself, and were impressed with its construction, size, 
location, and defence system.  
Many Arab respondents reported that they enjoyed their whole visit. Some Arabs were impressed 
with what they found during their visit, while others found the whole site reflected how Omani 
society used to live in the past.  
Westerners’ responses highlighted their learning experiences, i.e. they enjoyed various sections of 
the site because it gave them new information, new perspectives, and they saw something new. 
Although Arabs mentioned learning experiences, they also enjoyed various sections because they 
enhanced their feeling of heritage/ history, made them proud of their ancestors’ ability in making 
things, and gave them a sense of identity. 
Table 4.16 presents aspects of the visit that visitors felt they would tell others about. Being at the 
top of the tower and seeing the view was a common positive response regardless of visitors’ cultural 
background. Respondents felt that the view was amazing and gave them a good overview of the site 
and surrounding area, including old houses, Nizwa town, and mountains. Apart from the view and 
the physical construction of the fort, being at the top of the fort was enjoyable because of the sense  
                                                            
18 Imam is a name that used to be given to the leader of the Omani nation, while the state governance system 
was called Imamah. 
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Table ‎4.16:‎Respondents’‎perception‎on‎aspects‎of‎experiences‎they‎would‎tell‎others‎about‎(selected‎quotes) 
Group          Theme                                 Aspects of experience visitors intend to tell other about the site 
Both The view from the top ‘Great views of the tower and mountains’ (W 2) 
‘Amazing to see from the top how green the town is when all around is brown (no grass)’ (W 
30) 
‘The sight from the tower to the city’ (W 275) 
Emphasised more 
by Westerners 
Both Site’s‎design,‎and‎
architecture 
‘The impressive architecture and quality of the restoration (W 53) 
 ‘The interesting architecture that characterised this fort’ (A 190) 
‘Amazing architecture, well preserved’ (W 48)  
‘The restoration is amazing’ (W211) 
Westerners 
emphasised more 
on site’s visual 
appearance: good 
work of reservation  
Both  defence system The tower and its defensive techniques to defend the site’ (A 76) 
‘How resourceful the Omanis where with the dates! You can not only eat & drink them but 
also scare the enemies off the fort with boiling date juice ☺’ (W 236) 
 
Arab Site’s‎grandiosity ‘The strength of the fort and its size’ (A 64) 
‘How great and big is the fort which shows that Omanis in the past were more hard-working, 
self-challenging and achieving things’ (A126) 
 
Arab Displays and exhibits 
related to way of life 
‘The availability of heritage objects that were used in the past, such as potter’ (A 12) 
 ‘I will tell them about Omani talent making handcrafts and how they lived in the old days’ (A 
40) 
 
Arab Rooms and water well   
 
Western  
 
Nice and peaceful place 
 
‘Peaceful, great atmospheres’ (W 23)  
‘Very fantastic and peaceful’ (W 283) 
 
Western  Visit it ‘If you visit Oman don't miss this site’ (W 154)  
‘That it's definitely worth visiting’ (W 168) 
‘Worth a visit because you learn a lot about Omani culture’ (W 264) 
‘Make sure you have plenty of time to see it all’ (W 142) 
 
Western  Insights into Omani 
culture 
‘Omani culture/ lifestyle for the elite was at least was comfortable/ civilized as in West’ (W 
218) 
‘It is very nice place and you get a good view and insight on Omani culture’ (W 70) 
‘The information provided in the exhibition about Omani culture’ (W 266) 
 
Western  A place to learn ‘The historical aspect and how important it was at its time’ (W 272) 
‘It had many more things to see and learn than I expected!’ (W 223) 
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of history that this evoked. For instance, Arabs indicated that the tower has meaning, made them 
feel the effort their ancestors had made to build the fort and defend their area, while Westerners 
were able to understand its importance and get a perspective of the site’s importance. While the 
view from the top of the tower was reported as the most enjoyable part of the visit amongst both 
groups, only Western respondents felt that they would talk about it with others. In fact, this theme 
was the dominant one extracted from Westerners’ responses to the question what they will tell 
others about the site. 
Similar to those aspects that visitors had indicated were enjoyable aspects of their visit, the design 
of the fort as well as its defence system and strategies were other topics that visitors felt they would 
mention to others. Respondents from both cultural groups were impressed with the defence system 
of the site and specifically referred to different traps and tricks within the system. Furthermore, 
Westerners were impressed with the level of conservation and identified this as a topic that they 
would talk about with others. These findings suggest that an aesthetic view of a built heritage site is 
an important experiential aspect to visitors, and that any work of restoration or/ and preservation 
should carefully maintain the ‘look’ of the site. 
Table 4.16 suggests differences between the two groups in terms of the topics that visitors intended 
to mention to others about their visit to Nizwa Fort. The main topic Arabs felt that they would talk 
about to others about this site is its grandiosity – its beauty, greatness, interesting design, 
massiveness, and in particular the fort’s overall ‘look’. They also indicated that they would talk 
about the talent of Omanis in the past, including their innovation and how they utilised materials 
from their environment for food and protection. Again, this highlights the feelings of pride and 
cultural belonging generated by the site. Arabs also said they would talk about how people used to 
live at the site, and the way they dressed. Further, Arab respondents mentioned that that they would 
talk about the water wells as well as specific rooms (mosque, dates store, and shepherd’s room). In 
contrast, the Westerners did not mention any specific rooms that they would talk about. 
The Western group reported that they would encourage others to visit the site. This is in line with 
the finding that Western respondents were significantly more likely than Arab respondents to report 
that their expectations had been met, and with earlier findings related to visitors’ reasons for visiting 
the site (see Section 4.2.1) where Westerners mentioned that they were recommended to visit the 
site. Further, they clearly indicated that they would tell others about their learning experiences 
through the opportunities available at Nizwa Fort. Many Westerners pointed to the site as a great 
place to see and understand Omani culture, while others referred to the information provided on 
Omani culture.  
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4.4.3 Suggestions for Improving Experiences at Nizwa Fort 
Respondents were invited to provide suggestions on how to improve the visitor experience at Nizwa 
Fort. The response rate among the Arab group to this question was 55.6 per cent, while it was 55.2 
per cent among the Western respondents. Respondents were also invited to report the least 
enjoyable aspect of their visit. The response rate among the Arab group to this question was 29.9 %, 
while it was 38.3 % among the Western respondents. Extracted themes from responses to both 
questions appeared to highlight the same issues; hence, themes were merged and reported in one 
table (see Table 4.17). 
Both groups suggested that the site management should provide guides and/ or attendants at the site 
to explain things. This suggestion was more common amongst the Arab group. Arabs emphasised 
the importance of having on-site human-based interpretation, while some Arab respondents further 
elaborated on this by pointing out that staff/ attendants could provide information about displays, 
history, and the site. This reinforces earlier finding in Section 4.2.3 that suggests Arabs are not 
interested in guided tours per se, instead they prefer to find staff to answer their questions and/ or 
explain displays.  
Visitors from both cultural groups suggested more lighting in different sections of the site to 
improve visitors’ experiences and allow them to read the interpretive signs clearly. The lighting 
enhancement in Nizwa Fort concerned more Westerners as it distracted their learning experiences. 
Visitors’ safety might also be enhanced by the provision of proper lighting at this site. Respondents 
from both groups pointed to the risk associated with poor lighting on the stairs leading to the top of 
the tower. In the peak season the number of visitors increases significantly, and it is common to see 
a crowd of people trying to climb the stairs to the top while others are coming down using the same 
staircase. In such instances, proper lighting is crucial for visitors’ safety.  
Respondents from both groups suggested that site management should provide more information. 
Westerners particularly tended to emphasise this suggestion, and this is not surprising as learning 
experience was their main interest for visiting the site. In particular, Western respondents wanted 
more information on displays, rooms, history of the site, and former residents of the site. 
Orientation appears to have been another concern for respondents from both cultural groups, with 
many respondents suggesting that management improve directional signage within Nizwa Fort. For 
instance, some respondents recommended that management distribute a map for the site at the 
entrance, while others suggested placement and/ or enhancement of directional signs to facilitate 
their visit, enable them to visit all sections, and utilise their time efficiently. Westerners gave more  
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Table ‎4.17: Respondents’‎suggestions‎to‎improve‎experiences‎at‎Nizwa‎Fort 
Suggestive‎comments‎to‎improve‎visitors’‎experiences 
Group Theme Quotes (examples) Remark  
Both People-based 
interpretation 
‘Attendant for … visitor(s) to know more about all details of the fort’ (A 42) 
‘The importance of providing attendant who know the history, so we can ask them’    (A 85) 
‘Provide a guided tour through the fort (short one, not too many information)’ (W 70) 
‘If the visit with a guide speaking French’ (W 262) 
This theme was common 
amongst Arabs; only 
Arabs reported among 
least enjoyable experience  
Both Lighting ‘Better lighting-not bright lights everywhere but spot lighting on displays, and information. Also, 
light on stairs to roof of fort (dangerous)’ (W 202) 
‘More lights in the stairs and in some rooms of exhibit’ (W 238) 
‘Add more lights in the stairs to the top of the fort as it was hard to see the stair, especially when I 
move from bright light to the dark’ (A 152) 
 
Both Provide more 
information 
‘More information about everything- no sense of when in history things were being made, e.g. 
jewelry, indigo’ (W 202) 
‘Give more information on history and practical aspects of daily live there’ (W 28) 
‘Add more pictures and signs to provide more information about the site’ (A 241) 
More emphasized by 
Westerners.  
Both  Better direction to 
get around  
‘Perhaps arrows to show the way so one knows where one has been or not, not to miss out on 
anything’ (W 63) 
‘Be given a site plan with the tickets. (Plan as per on the wall at the entrance)’ (W 78) 
‘Directional signs to let visitor knows about informational signs’ (A 197) 
‘a standard route around the fort for people with short time a 'standard route' better’ (W 41) 
‘I would suggest defining a specific route that could be followed to ensure all exhibits + viewpoints 
are seen’ (W 274) 
Westerners emphasized 
more on this theme. Only 
Westerners wanted ‘route’ 
to follow.   
Both Closed rooms and 
workshops 
Some doors were closed, I felt curiosity’ (A 13) 
‘Artisan were not present/ no craft demonstration; area was closed’ (W 81) 
 
Both Audio tour ‘Yes: I hope that authority develop this site to have self-guide audio. In other word, visitor can have a 
device with head-set, and at each part of the fort he can press a key to listen to explanation and make 
reasonable fees to hire it’ (A 67) 
‘Audio-guides in different languages could help to understand more.’ (W 275) 
More emphasised by 
Arabs 
Both Traditional food 
and beverage 
provision 
‘Snack/coffee - could earn lots more money. Traditional food esp. dates they are part of the heritage 
of Nizwa’ (W 242) 
‘Activate traditional settings and the traditional coffee shop’ (A 22) 
‘Coffee/tea section, because it's a sign of your country but where is the typical Omani’s tea (ma badi 
Lipton)’ (W 271) 
 
Both Audio-visual 
implementation/ 
‘I advised authority to develop this site by more providing audio-visual explanation’ (A 12) 
‘Make short documentary /movie about the site; maybe computer graphics about building’ (W 218) 
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development 
Arab Make it live ‘Show traditional Omani women dresses, organise fashion shows’ (A 178) 
‘I want to see some events inside the fort’ (A 277) 
‘I wish to see live acting-demonstration in specific time (especially during peak-time) to explain more 
the importance of this fort in the past’ (A 30) 
 
Arab Conservation and 
maintenance 
‘Maintain and restore some sections of the fort especially the Eastern part’ (A 244) 
‘More care for antiques and protect them from dust and erosion’ (A 109) 
 
Arab Family and 
children activities 
‘Yes, more exhibit halls for children’ (A 265) 
‘Traditional games for children’ (A 92) 
 
Arab Seats around the 
site 
‘Provide sitting place for visitor when they feel tired’ (A 126) 
‘Yes, add more sitting places’ (A 240) 
 
Arab No traditional 
shows 
‘Fort's yard, it is possible to organize some traditional dance’ (A 287) 
‘Fort yard, it needs to make it life, organize events’ (A 265) 
 
Western Interpretive signs 
enhancement/ 
management 
‘Too much information; less would be more’ (W 48) 
‘Have more comments on all places instead of everything at the end’ (W 59) 
‘Moving the information away from the corridor - difficult to read the info’   (W 242) 
 
Western Feeling lost 
around the site 
‘It is a little confusing to navigate around the fort’ (W 67) 
‘Feeling lost and unsure if I saw everything’ (W 296) 
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attention to orientation facilities in their suggestions. They frequently suggested that management 
should enhance and provide directional signs. They wanted a clear tour route for visitors to follow. 
There were different reasons for this; some felt it would be easier and more time efficient to follow 
a designated route, while others did not want to miss any sections. 
Providing a self-guided audio tour was another suggestion that came from both groups to enhance 
visitors’ experience at the site. Arab respondents wanted an audio self-guided tour so that they 
could listen to explanation of objects on display.  
Another suggestion made by Arab and Western respondents regarded testing traditional Omani food 
and drink. Respondents from both groups recommended that the site provide a place where they 
could enjoy Omani food and coffee. Further, some respondents criticised the current practice of the 
coffee shop in providing a predominantly international menu. Respondents expressed a preference 
for traditional Omani food, with Arabs suggesting that the site’s management provide Omani Halwa 
and coffee in an appropriate setting. A number of rooms and workshops were closed during the data 
collection period. Respondents from both cultural groups mentioned closed rooms and not being 
able to watch live demonstrations in the workshops as other reasons for not enjoying the visit. Some 
respondents were curious about what was in the closed rooms, while others were disappointed that 
artisans in the workshop were not available. 
Table 4.17 shows a number of other themes that were mentioned only by Arabs. This group felt that 
the site needed live events to inform visitors about various traditions, as well as Omani people in 
traditional dress wandering around the site to create a feeling of its history. This finding is in line 
with Arabs’ pre-visit expectations where they indicated their preferences for interactive 
experiences. For instance, some Arab respondents suggested organising traditional events and 
shows that would highlight traditional Omani women’s dresses. 
Activities for families and children were also among the suggestions made by Arab respondents. 
For instance, they recommended providing activities that were specifically for children, or 
organising activities where adult family members could leave their children to play while the adults 
visited the site. Others suggested that management design and develop some exhibit halls for 
children and families.  
Arab respondents also recommended that seating be provided around the site in case they felt tired 
or wanted to spend time with their group members. It might also be that they wanted to sit down 
and take pictures, as photography was one of the main reasons to visit Nizwa Fort among the Arab 
group. 
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As Westerners were largely driven by learning and discovery reasons to visit the site, it is not 
surprising that they recommended that management improve the current interpretive signs, 
particularly in terms of clarity and readability. For example, they recommended providing less 
information on one sign to make it readable, while others suggested replacing the current signs to 
assist readability. Examples of quotes are presented in Table 4.17. 
4.5 Summary  
Understanding visitors’ pre-visit reasons for visiting, expectations, preferences, and post-visit 
perceptions is vital to provide best-practice, culturally oriented interpretive experiences at Arab 
heritage sites. Results show that visitors had clear reasons for visiting and expectations when 
visiting this Arabic heritage site. Learning was found to be central to their interests; affective and 
multi-sensory experiences were also important. Post-visit findings suggest that visitors found their 
experiences informative and, importantly, that the site enabled them to gain an understanding of the 
importance of conserving Omani heritage. However, visitors also had several suggestions about 
how to improve interpretive experiences. The IPA suggests that Arab respondents felt that more 
attention should be devoted to audio-visual presentations, information on legends and traditional 
stories of famous people. Westerners felt that more attention should be devoted to orientation aids 
and information on events related to the site.  
This chapter has outlined similarities and differences between the two cultural groups. Major 
differences emerged as follows:  
 Westerners clearly related their reasons for visiting, expectations, and preferences to 
learning.  
 Westerners wanted to learn about the Omani culture, as they appeared they have had very 
little previous exposure to it.  
 Arabs were motivated by enjoyment reasons and wanted to engage in various multi-sensory 
facets. 
 Visiting Nizwa Fort appeared to enhance Arabs’ feelings of belonging and pride.  
 Arabs preferred oral modes of interpretation. 
 Arabs suggested that the site’s management should devote more attention to providing 
interpretive content regarding stories of famous people, legends and traditional stories 
relating to the site and its surroundings.  
144 
 
 Westerners suggested that management should devote more effort to improving directional 
aids at the site, while Arabs thought that the site's management should improve oral 
interpretation practices.  
 In their open-ended responses to their perception of the most enjoyable experiences, Arabs 
highlighted the feelings of pride in ancestors’ achievements and they would like to tell 
others about the site’s grandiosity; Westerners, on the other hand, highlighted the learning 
experiences.  
What can be concluded here is that Western visitors (as outsiders) perceived that visiting this Arab 
heritage site provided opportunities to learn about and discover a new environment and culture; 
whereas for Arabs (as insiders) it had affective significance, in that they sought feelings of 
belonging and pride in their culture, and wanted to pass these on to younger generations.  
In the following chapter, these findings will be discussed and synthesised in the light of previous 
literature on heritage tourism and interpretation. The implications of the findings for designing and 
improving visitors’ interpretive experiences at Arab heritage sites will also be discussed.  
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Chapter 5 Discussion 
5.0 Overview and Structure of the Chapter 
The aims of this study were to explore and contrast similarities and differences between Arab and 
Western visitors in order to recommend more effective and engaging interpretive experiences. This 
chapter provides discussion on the findings of the current study. The discussion of the findings are 
organised and presented as follows. Section 5.1 discusses findings regarding visitors’ reasons for 
visiting, expectations and preferences in relation to experiences and interpretation; and post-visit 
perceptions in relation to on-site experiences and interpretation at Nizwa Fort. Section 5.2 suggests 
guidelines to develop interpretive practices at Arab heritage sites. Section 5.3 summaries this 
Chapter.  
5.1 Similarities and Differences between Cultural Groups regarding Reasons 
for Visiting, Expectations, Preferences and Perceptions of Heritage 
Experiences  
This section discusses findings reported in Chapter Four in relation to similarities and differences 
between cultural groups regarding their reasons for visiting, preferences and perceptions of 
experiences and interpretation at Nizwa Fort.  
5.1.1 Reasons for Visiting Nizwa Fort 
Findings of the current study suggest that learning/ discovery and enjoyment are the primary 
reasons driving visitation to Nizwa Fort. This finding supports previous research that has indicated 
the importance of learning as a reason for visiting heritage sites. For instance, visitors at The 
Wailing Wall and Masada in Israel indicated their interest in learning about history and the 
surrounding physical environment (Poria et al., 2003; Poria et al., 2004). Similarly, Chen (1998) 
and Chen et al. (2001) found that learning was a key motivation for visitors at heritage parks and 
sites in the US. Likewise, the present study suggests that learning and discovery is the primary 
reason to visit the Arab heritage site of Nizwa Fort, reinforcing the importance of providing 
activities that focus on enriching visitors’ understanding of heritage sites.  
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While this finding at Nizwa Fort supports Austin’s (2002, p. 452) study in which visitors were 
found to be learning-orientated in their visit to a slavery site (Cape Coast Castle), the present study 
contrasts with Austin’s description of visitation to a heritage site as ‘a non-leisure orientation’. 
Findings of this study suggest that enjoyment was a main reason for both cultural groups. Perhaps 
the nature of the site in Austin’s study as a slave trading fortification place ‘imposed’ the 
description of a ‘non-leisure’ activity (i.e. visitors did not feel that enjoyment is a reason for their 
visit), and considering the atrocities related to the site, visitors were unable to report enjoyment as a 
reason for their visit. There were no such obvious incidents in the history of Nizwa Fort.   
Currently, theories of learning in the context of free-choice learning sites are predominantly built 
around the museums context (Hein, 1998).The extent to which learning or entertainment comes 
first in visitors’ priorities when they visit informal learning sites such as heritage sites has been 
extensively addressed in the literature, particularly in relation to museums. Packer (2004) explored 
visitors’ views of learning and enjoyment in informal learning settings. In this regard, two main 
views were identified: a conflict view – learning and enjoyment do not complement each other, as 
learning is seen as purposeful and distracts from enjoyment; and a complementary view – learning 
and enjoyment complement each other. In other words, as portrayed by Falk et al. (1998), visitors’ 
interest in learning and enjoyment can be seen as ‘separate continua’, that is, one of them might be 
high while the other might be low. Packer (2004), however, suggested a synergistic view, that is, 
learning and enjoyment are not distinct outcomes but are part of the same experience.  
Packer and Ballantyne (2004) and Packer (2006) explored the synergy between learning and 
enjoyment from visitors’ perspectives in educational leisure settings, and introduced the concept 
‘learning for fun’. They saw visitors’ participation in learning experiences as a reflection of 
visitors’ interest and, equally, their enjoyment in the process of learning itself: ‘an experience in 
which education is entertainment, discovery is exciting” (Packer & Ballantyne 2004, p. 68). 
Qualitative findings of the current study support Packer’s (2004) view that there is synergy 
between learning and enjoyment. In this study, when respondents were asked about which aspect of 
the experience they enjoyed most, learning about different aspects of the site and/ or the 
surrounding area was a common response. This is clearly indicated in the quote, ‘I enjoyed seeing 
wells, and different defence strategies such as doors, drill of pouring hot water, and stairs system 
defence’ (A 20, bold is added). Other respondents enjoyed the exhibition because it gave them 
access to an interpretive experience of the history of the site, for example: ‘I enjoyed the posted/ 
information on the walls’ (W 244). These quotes are similar to previous findings reported by 
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Packer and Ballantyne (2004) that highlight the synergy of learning and enjoyment at interpretive 
sites.  
Hence, interpretive experience practitioners are urged to design enjoyable learning experiences that 
engage both physical and mental elements, and ensure that experiences at heritage sites combine 
entertainment and learning aspects (Packer & Ballantyne, 2004; Packer, 2006). Packer (2006) 
suggested various characteristics to create/ enhance ‘learning for fun’ experiences, such as 
including sensory experiences that are novel, surprising, and fascinating. In the same line of 
thought, providing multi-sensory interpretive experiences that have tactile and visual appeal were 
considered important in making the process of learning fun within the context of museum (Perry, 
2012). Heritage site management can also use multi-sensory interpretive media in order to make 
the process of learning entertaining. This finding also supports Ham’s (2013) interpretation 
principle that highlights the importance of making interpretation enjoyable at interpretive sites. 
In relation to differences between the two cultural groups, analysis of visitors’ reasons for visiting 
Nizwa Fort showed that Arabs were more likely to visit the site for enjoyment, while Westerners 
were more likely to visit the site for learning and discovery. This supports previous study at 
heritage site that showed that local visitors were more likely to be motivated by enjoyment reasons 
(Packer, 2004). Further, Packer found that international visitors attached higher importance to 
learning and discovery reasons in comparison to local visitors. In the current study, this difference 
was also observed, with Westerners placing higher importance than Arabs on learning and 
discovery.  
The fact that Western respondents placed significantly higher importance on learning and 
discovery reasons for visiting has important implications for Arab heritage site management and 
interpreters. It suggests that Western visitors’ main quest at Nizwa Fort was to learn and 
understand about Oman, as well as the site and its surrounding areas. It also suggests that, 
primarily, Western respondents perceived Arab heritage sites as a setting where they could learn 
and gain an understanding about ‘others’, in this case, Arabs. This is reinforced by the low 
importance scores Westerners attached to other motivation factors – restoration, social contact, and 
self-fulfillment. Qualitative data from the Western group shed light on specific topics that 
motivated visitors from a Western cultural background to visit the fort; for instance, beside their 
interest in learning about the site and its history and heritage, Westerners wanted to learn about 
Arab culture and specifically Omani culture. This suggests that further investigation to ascertain 
areas of interest as well as understand how Westerners perceive Arabs and their culture is 
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important for management and interpreters at Nizwa Fort and other Arab heritage sites. Such 
investigation could then inform the design of meaningful, appropriate and useful interpretation for 
culturally diverse audiences.  
For the Arab group, visiting the site was important because they wanted to create opportunities for 
their families, specifically children, to experience heritage and history. This finding suggests that 
Arab parents have a sense of familial obligation that leads them to choose such opportunities for 
their families. Poria et al. (2006) also found that potential visitors to Anne Frank House in 
Amsterdam, Netherlands, reported that facilitating a visit for children is an important reason to visit 
the site, but there was no explanation of why this was important to them. The current study 
supports Poria et al.’s findings by showing that creating opportunities for children to visit heritage 
sites is in fact an important reason for parents. This study extends Poria et al.’s findings beyond 
sites associated with atrocities, and also suggests that heritage sites are perceived as places to 
reinforce and pass on one’s own heritage to younger generations.  
As part of this, it appears that Arab parents wanted their children to respect and value their heritage 
and the achievements of their ancestors to enhance feelings of belonging and pride. This meaning 
is clearly reflected in the following quotes:  
‘Make my children proud when they see what Omanis achieved many centuries ago’ (A 10) 
‘Enforce the trust in them (children), Enrich their knowledge about our country and its 
achievements’ (A 226) 
This suggests that it is important to explore Arab parents’ expectations in relation to what they 
thought would increase feelings of belonging and pride among their children and the broader 
family. It might also be important to target parents with interpretive experiences that enhance 
feelings of pride and belonging, so they are able to explain and facilitate meanings such as pride, 
belonging, and the achievements of ancestors to their children. Hence, after ascertaining and 
considering parents’ familial obligations, site management could provide further opportunities to 
encourage families to interact and discuss heritage issues on-site, as well as ensure that parents feel 
they have a level of control over what their children are experiencing. This will be explored further 
when discussing differences between cultural groups in interpretive facilities preferences.   
Surprisingly, social contact was perceived by the Arab group to be the least important reason to 
visit the site. Further exploration of individual items within the ‘social contact’ factor, however, 
shows that Arabs placed low importance on items such as building friendship with new people, 
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meeting new people, and developing close friendships, but considered spending quality time with 
family or friends to be very important. It is therefore likely that Arabs perceived the concept of 
‘social contact’ differently from Westerners, that is, creating a new social circle during their leisure 
time may not be considered important. It also justifies why, in their responses to the open-ended 
questions, Arabs reported spending and enjoying time with family and/ or friends as a reason for 
their visit to Nizwa Fort.  
For the Arab group, seeing architecture was another important reason to visit the site, as well as to 
appreciate their ancestors’ heritage and achievements. This highlights the importance of visual 
experiences for Arabs, but might also indicate Arabs’ desire to see the beauty of their heritage. This 
claim is supported by a finding from the post-visit survey (refer to section 4.4.2) where they 
reported that they would tell others about the beauty of the site.  
The fact that many Western respondents stated that they visited the site due to recommendations 
from others is interesting, particularly given that this reason was not evident in the Arab group. 
This finding appears to conform with Westerners’ responses that they would encourage others to 
visit the site. Further exploration of how visitors heard about the attraction seems warranted.  
5.1.2 Expectations of On-site Experiences 
Contrary to previous studies that explored visitors’ post-visit perceptions of their on-site heritage 
experiences (e.g., Prentice et al., 1998; Willson & McIntosh, 2007), the present study explored 
visitors’ pre-visit expectations of and preferences for experiences at a heritage site, as well as their 
post-visit perceptions. Clearly, understanding visitors’ expectations adds to our understanding of 
visitors’ desired experiences prior to their involvement in the actual experience. In fact, findings of 
this study suggest that visitors, regardless of their cultural background, had clear interests and 
experiences that they wished to acquire via their participation in heritage tourism activities. Thus, 
rather than the visit being just ‘a day out’, it seems that it was an opportunity for visitors to explore 
their cognitive, affective and sensory-related expectations and interests. 
The current study suggests that visitors expected a variety of experiences when they visited Nizwa 
Fort. This is clear in the importance scores attached to various experiential statements and 
qualitative responses. Visitors showed interest in having cognitive experiences, that is, to learn 
about the site and Omani culture, and about the importance of conserving heritage sites; affective 
experiences, that is, to be fascinated with things they encountered and experienced a sense of 
wonder and awe; and sensory experiences, including trying traditional Omani foods.  
150 
 
The findings of this study augment the growing body of literature that highlights visitors’ demands 
for a variety of experiences at heritage sites (Beeho & Prentice, 1997; McIntosh, 1999; Prentice et 
al., 1998; Willson & McIntosh, 2007, Hughes et al., 2013).  Consistent with respondents’ reasons 
for visiting discussed earlier, visitors reported that they preferred learning-related experiences 
during their visit to Nizwa Fort. In their quantitative and qualitative responses, visitors emphasised 
the importance of learning about the history and heritage related to the site, Oman’s history and 
heritage in general, as well as encountering interesting information. As highlighted in Chapter 2, 
learning experiences are commonly reported among different types of experiences that visitors 
consume at heritage sites; however, this study suggests that learning was the primary experiential 
aspect visitors wished to consume at Nizwa Fort.  
Along with learning-related experiences, results of this study emphasise the importance of affective 
experiences for visitors at Arab heritage sites. This supports the findings of previous studies such 
as Beeho and Prentice (1997), and Prentice et al. (1998), which found that visitors at Lanark World 
Conservation Village in UK were emotionally affected by learning about the hardships of life in the 
past. Affective experiences at heritage sites reported in previous studies (Beeho & Prentice 1997; 
Prentice et al., 1998; Willson & McIntosh, 2007) tended to focus more on appreciating and gaining 
a feeling for life in the past, that is, hardship and nostalgia, and to focus less on the importance of 
feeling wonder and awe during the visit. However, qualitative responses reported in these studies 
included some evidence suggesting that visitors had moments of wonder and awe. For instance, it 
was reported that visitors were ‘impressed by the danger miners faced’ (Prentice, et al., 1998). 
Beeho and Prentice (1997, p. 83) also reported one of their respondents saying ‘I was astonished to 
learn that one person could actually make such a difference’, referring to an individual’s 
achievement at New Lanark World Conservation Village.  
Visitors at Nizwa Fort also expected to be fascinated with things they encountered during their 
visit, as well as to feel impressed with things they read and see. This finding is similar to Hughes et 
al.’s (2013) study in a religious heritage setting where it was found that visitors wanted to feel a 
sense of wonder and awe. These results suggest that visitors at Arab heritage sites were not only 
looking to learn, but also to be fascinated and amazed by things they encountered during their visit. 
Site management could facilitate these expectations by highlighting the difficulties that people 
faced in the past, particularly how they were able to construct such buildings without the 
advantages of new technology.  
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Findings of the current study extend our understanding of an additional type of experience visitors 
seek at heritage sites, that is, to experience traditional food. Both Arab and Western visitors to 
Nizwa Fort reported that they wanted to experience traditional food. The importance of the food 
within the tourism context is rapidly increasing as a distinctive field (Cohen & Avieli, 2004; Kivela 
& Crotts, 2009), and the appreciation of food as part of intangible heritage is increasing. For 
instance, very recently, Washoku, which is the traditional dietary culture of the Japanese, was listed 
in UNESCO intangible cultural heritage list (UNESCO, 2013). However, previous literature on 
visitors' experiences at heritage sites has tended to overlook the importance of testing traditional 
food. In the current study, visitors reported interest in trying Omani traditional food highlights the 
importance of food tourism within the context of heritage tourism. Although visitors from both 
groups showed an interest in experiencing food, Westerners’ interests can be described as 
‘gastronomic consumption’, that is, understanding, cooking, and eating, whereas Arabs’ interests 
appeared to lie in enjoying the food, specifically ‘Halwa and Coffee’. This has further implications 
related to the differences between the two cultural groups and is further discussed below.  
Findings reported in Chapter Four also suggest that there are differences between the two groups in 
expectations of experiences at the fort. Relph’s (1976, 1983) concepts of insideness versus 
outsideness in experiencing a place provide a useful framework within which to explore the current 
study’s findings. As insiders, it seems that Arab visitors wanted to have more experiences that 
made them feel pride in their Omani heritage. Thus, Arab respondents can be described as insiders 
who want to gain understanding and/ or feel pride in their own heritage, while Western visitors can 
be described as outsiders who want to learn about Omani and its heritage. This can be seen in 
Western responses to the open-ended questions. These respondents reported that they wanted to 
know about Oman’s history, its current situation and future; in effect, they wanted to understand 
more about Oman’s heritage. 
The above findings highlight that heritage sites can offer different opportunities for insiders and 
outsiders to appreciate the site nation’s pride in its heritage. The notion that heritage sites are only 
places for nostalgia and learning about the past appears to be limited in capturing all experiential 
facets at a heritage site. For instance, Palmer (1999) discussed the notion of heritage tourism as a 
symbol of identity for a nation. He claimed that heritage tourism could be a powerful driver in 
forming and maintaining a shared identity among groups of people. He further postulated that a 
specific language might be needed to facilitate such experiences for people from ‘inside’ or 
’outside’. In response to this finding, suggestions are made to enhance visitors’ experiences in 
Section 5.2.  
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Arab visitors’ experience preferences at Nizwa Fort were linked more with affective and sensory 
experiences than Westerners. In addition, qualitative responses show that Arab visitors reported 
more interest in engaging in affective and sensory experiences. For instance, while both cultural 
groups indicated their interests in trying traditional food at the site, qualitative findings from the 
post-visit survey suggest that underpinning reasons differ across the two cultural groups. While 
Arabs, as insider, wanted to experience Omani food to feel their own culture, Westerners, in 
addition to enjoying the food, wanted to experience, know, and learn about it. From the perspective 
of a Western visitor, Arabian culture (and specifically Omani culture) is largely unknown. This is 
obvious in the demand for learning about Oman’s culture and heritage reported by international 
visitors. While visitors to India or China are likely to be familiar with the indigenous food because 
of worldwide proliferation, Omani food is not usually accessible within most Western societies. 
Hence, it is understandable that visitors are likely to be curious about trying it. Further, for 
international visitors – ‘outsiders’– it might also be important to provide interpretive content to 
explain the ingredients of particular dishes and rituals associated with the meal. For example, 
Cohen and Avieli (2004) discussed how lack of communication could make visitors avoid trying 
local food, and that visitors’ lack of understanding of the ingredients of a meal could be a barrier to 
trying local foods. 
 
Figure ‎5.1: Displays of Copper equipment used by Omani family 
This picture shows various domestic items produced from copper. Oman has good copper resources and has 
utilised it in various aspects of daily life. The standing man is serving Omani coffee in a traditional way. 
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Arab visitors indicated a desire to experience Omani Halwa (a sweet) and traditional Omani coffee. 
Furthermore, many Arab visitors mentioned the need to rest during their tour, and suggested that 
Nizwa Fort management introduce seating around the site. Along with having a rest, it is also a 
possibility that Arabs’ request for seating comes from the common cultural tradition of welcoming 
and hospitality within the Arabian Peninsula. Perhaps it comes from Arabs’ understanding of 
‘hospitality’ (Figure 5.1 shows the Omani traditional way in serving coffee). Feghali (1997) 
discussed ‘hospitality’ as a characteristic of Arab societies. To him, hospitality is one of the basic 
cultural values in the Arab World. It was also highlighted that, to Arabs, hospitality is not just 
something they do, but is something that is culturally required and considered part of ones’ 
traditions and customs. Thus, it seems logical to understand Arabs’ desire for places to sit and for 
Halwa and coffee to be served is part of their deep-rooted connection to cultural ‘hospitality’.  
Bessière (1998) suggested that food, besides its hygienic and nutritional aspects, holds psycho-
sensorial and symbolic values. The presentation of Omani Halwa and Omani traditional coffee is 
considered a symbol of hospitality within Omani society and is usually Halwa served in Omani 
houses before coffee. Hospitality is seen as a process of giving and receiving between host and 
guest (Lashley, 2000). The hospitality exchange process is articulated by various elements. Food is 
central to the hospitality exchange process and is the symbolic meaning of hospitality (Lashley & 
Morrison, 2000). It has also been described as the main substance that articulates the exchange of 
hospitality (Selwyn, 2012, January 16). It is not only the food, but also the tradition of serving and 
receiving that is important in the hospitality atmosphere (Lashley, 2000). In the context of the 
current study, the traditional setting (or having a place to sit and have coffee and Halwa) is an 
important element in exchanging hospitality. Interestingly, many heritage sites in UK (e.g., the 
Tower of London) have a café where visitors can have cups of tea and scones. This may also be 
interpreted as a manifestation of English hospitality. Thus, interpreting hospitality practices to 
visitors is important in order to enhance affective feelings of belonging in ‘insiders’, and to inform 
‘outsiders’ about the new culture and its hospitality traditions.  
The above findings indicate the importance of customs and traditions of hospitality to ‘insiders’ 
when they visit sites linked to their own cultural heritage. As discussed earlier, Arabs wanted to 
feel pride and belonging in their heritage; hence, feeling welcomed, and practicing/ experiencing 
their own customs and traditions of hospitality are more likely to enhance their overall sense of 
belonging to and being connected with own heritage.  
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Apart from experiencing traditional Omani food, other sensory experiences were important for 
Arab audiences. Arab visitors wanted to see traditional shows as well as demonstrations of how 
things were made in the past. Additionally, Arabs highlighted their interest in seeing pictures from 
the past accompanied by explanations to enable them to understand the past. Arab visitors showed 
interest in engaging their senses at the site by touching and hearing sounds, for instance, via locks 
and doors. 
In their quantitative and qualitative pre-visit responses, Arabs indicated preferences for visual 
experiences. They placed ‘I hope to see historical objects’ among the highest three important 
experiential items. The importance of this is further supported by open-ended responses where 
Arabs indicated their preference for having visually pleasing experiences. It seems that Arabs 
considered the visual appearance of the building objects and exhibits as an important experiential 
aspect of their heritage visit.  
Likewise, Arabs indicated their interest in having interactive experiences that were more aesthetic 
in nature. They reported their desire to engage in interactive experiences such as participating in 
traditional events, and trying on traditional clothes. Relph (1983) suggested that activity is the third 
component of place identity after setting and objects. He stated that ‘[t]he three fundamental 
components of place are irreducible one to the other, yet are inseparably interwoven in our 
experiences of places’ (p. 47). Thus, it is assumed that Arab visitors’ preference to engage in 
activities at the site comes from their sense of identity with the place. Arab visitors may want to 
have existential insider experiences that connect them with the site and help them feel a sense of 
‘belonging to [the] place and the deep and complete identity with [it]’ (Relph, 1983, p. 55). These 
preferences support earlier discussion that highlighted Arab’s interest in gaining ‘insider’ 
perspectives when they visited an Arab heritage site. In their qualitative responses, Arabs reported 
their desire to participate in activities that were part of their heritage; for instance, they wanted to 
participate in handcraft making (pottery and textile) and traditional shows. They indicated that by 
participating in such activities they would feel more attached to the site, for example: ‘I hope to 
participate in an activity at the fort, get connected to it’ (A 14). 
The aesthetic and interactive experiential preferences that Arabs expressed can also be explained 
by the way they appreciate the aesthetic of a place. Experiencing a place from the viewpoint of 
Middle Eastern people is twofold: ‘as a physical entity’ which refers to ground surface and its 
living system including human and non-human components and the interaction between them; and, 
‘social and cultural construction’ which signifies people’s engagement with the surrounding in a 
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defined place and time (Makhzoumi, 2002, p. 218). Makhzoumi tried to distinguish between the 
aesthetic meaning of a place to Arab and Westerners:  
‘[T]he aesthetic meaning of ‘landscape’ in the Middle East is fundamentally different, 
physically, perceptually and symbolically, from the scenic, ‘extrovert’ historical and 
contemporary meaning of the word for people in the West. A Middle Eastern concept of 
‘landscape’ is experiential. It is appreciated bit by bit, through movement in space and time 
and an engagement of all the senses.’ (p. 222).     
The current study appears to support the above argument. Arab visitors appeared to be interested in 
experiencing the site by interacting with it through participating in various activities and/ or 
engagement via senses: ‘listening to sounds such as the movement of locks’ (A 162). Further, unlike 
Westerners, Arabs emphasised that their ‘whole’ experience was enjoyable (see Section 4.4). This 
suggests the need for more interpretive experience opportunities that allow Arabs to engage in 
interactive experience that enable them to appreciate the aesthetic meanings of the site.    
5.1.3 Preferences for Interpretive Methods 
The role of interpretive practices in facilitating and enhancing visitors’ experiences at heritage sites 
has been highlighted by many researchers and practitioners. Poria et al. (2009) called for further 
studies to inform the design of visitor-centred interpretation and to explore areas that interest 
visitors at a range of heritage sites, including those with no religious attributes. This current study 
answers this call by examining visitors’ views of interpretive practices at heritage sites with no 
religious attributes and within a new geographical context, that is, the Arabian Peninsula.  
In this study, regardless their cultural background, visitors clearly indicated a preference for 
interpretation methods that would assist their learning experiences. High importance scores were 
assigned to the provision of information signs that explain displays and enable visitors to learn 
about the site’s history and heritage. These findings support visitors’ interests in learning about the 
heritage site. Previous studies also found that visitors at built heritage sites are interested in 
interpretation that facilitates their learning (Ballantyne et al., 2013; Hughes et al., 2013).   
This study also finds that having helpful and friendly staff was an important service demanded by 
visitors to Nizwa Fort. It is interesting that during the data collection stage of this project there 
were few if any staff available to response to visitors’ enquiries. Previous literature has reinforced 
the importance of staff availability at interpretive sites. For instance, Hughes et al. (2013) found 
that visitors considered attendants/ staff at a religious heritage site to be among the top five 
important interpretation facilities. In interpretive settings such art galleries, however, human-based 
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interpretation facilities might be less important than it is at forts and castles, because at heritage 
sites visitors are more likely to prefer to interact with attendants to learn about the sites’ heritage 
and history. Visitors are also likely to be interested in interacting with staff who are traditionally 
dressed. In the current study, Arabs were clear in expressing their preferences for seeing staff 
dressed traditionally. As visitors also reported interest in taking photographs with such staff, it 
might be good practice for management to provide visitors with this opportunity. It is also 
important to explain traditional dress to visitors, particularly those who are not familiar with the 
culture. This would place increasing importance on the value of human-based interpretation 
services at Nizwa Fort and other heritage sites. 
Timothy (2007), and McKercher (2002) pointed out that heritage sites predominately adopt a 
cultural heritage management approach
19
 rather that a visitor-centred approach. Visitor-centred 
management approach requires management to understand its audiences and strive to meet their 
expectations without compromising site conservation. The importance of attendants tends to be 
absent in a conservative management approach, as are training programs to improve attendants’ 
skills in delivering services. The findings of the present research, however, emphasise the 
importance of issues such as the availability of attendants, as visitors expressed a clear interest in 
people-based services and interpretation. This suggests that heritage tourism management should 
both provide attendants and develop their expertise so that they are able to deliver the ‘right’ 
services and meet visitors’ expectations in terms of the experiences they seek. Importantly, in Arab 
heritage sites such as Nizwa Fort where there is a mixed audience of Western and Arab visitors, 
cultural differences need to be addressed by staff when delivering services and/or dealing with 
visitors. For instance, as Arabs are more likely to visit the site with their family, it is important to 
train staff in how to deal with family groups and understand their characteristics. This is particulary 
important for Arab families, as they tend to move around the site in large groups. 
Findings show that visitors considered ‘directional signs’ and ‘directional maps of the site’ to be 
among the most important interpretation methods to orientate visitors at heritage sites. This concurs 
with the findings of previous literature (Moscardo et al., 2007). The differences between 
importance scores for directional signs and directional maps suggest that respondents preferred 
directional signs to maps. This might be because these visitors found it easier to follow signs rather 
than a map. The issue of orientation will be discussed further when discussing visitors’ perceptions 
of directional facilities at the fort in Section 5.1.6.  
                                                            
19 This approach focuses on protecting a heritage site for its intrinsic values (McKercher and du Cros, 2002), 
with very limited attention given to visitors’ needs and expectations.  
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In the present study, Arab respondents placed significantly higher importance on ten interpretation 
facilities than Westerners: directional signs, information brochures, traditional craft demonstration, 
displays & exhibits, historical re-enactments, audio-visual presentations, educational materials to 
take home, self-guided tour, mobile/ cell phone application, activities for children/families and 
guided tours. A recent study by Ballantyne et al. (2014), which explored cultural differences 
between Chinese and international audiences at five Beijing built heritage sites, reported similar 
findings. Their study found that Chinese visitors attached significantly higher importance scores to 
interpretation facilities than international audiences. These findings suggest that local audiences 
tend to seek more engagement with the site via different interpretation facilities. That is, they seek 
a variety of ways to engage with the site.  
The preference for family interpretation facilities is another area of difference between Arab and 
Western visitors. There is a clear difference between importance mean score attached to activities 
for children/ families between Arab and Western groups. For the Arab group, this item received 
higher importance, probably because a high percentage of them visited the site in family groups 
and/ or with children. Further, respondents from the Arab group suggested management should 
provide interpretive signs for children, as well as run some games. There is growing literature on 
Arab travel behaviour that indicates that Arabs tend to travel in family groups (European Travel 
Commission and World tourism Organization, 2012; Prayag & Hosany, 2014). Thus, the 
importance that Arabs attached to activities for children and family may not be related only to the 
fact they live close by, but rather reflects Arabs’ travel behaviour in general. Thus, it is important 
for the site’s management to give attention to interpretation that meets children’s needs. Tilden 
(1977) claimed that interpretation facilities directed to children should not be similar to or a 
dilution of what is interpreted for adults. As pointed out earlier, Arab parents were motivated to 
visit the site to create opportunities for their children to see and learn about their heritage. Ways of 
achieving this will be presented in the guidelines in Section 5.2.  
Demographic factors may also have an impact on visitors’ preferences for interpretation at heritage 
sites. In the present study, older visitors appeared more interested than younger visitors in having 
an audio self-guided tour. This concurs with a previous study conducted at the Discovery Point 
exhibition at Dundee, Scotland, which found that age had an effect on the attention that visitors 
paid to three methods of interpretation (Prentice et al., 1998). Only 21% of respondents aged below 
30 years had paid careful attention to the audio commentary, compared to 43% of those 40 years or 
above. In the current study, respondents aged 30 years or above were significantly more interested 
in having an audio self-guided tour. This finding implies that visitors from different age groups will 
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tend to have different preferences for interpretation media. In addition, respondents from the older 
age group placed less importance on mobile application interpretive services, compared to 
respondents below 30 years and respondents 30-49 years. Younger visitors were also statistically 
also more likely to place higher importance on a mobile application self-guided tour. This finding 
was not unexpected. Younger visitors are more likely to be familiar with and used to this type of 
technology and way of communication. These findings suggest that management may need to 
consider delivering interpretation in different ways for different generations. Additionally, in order 
to attract visitors within this age group, heritage site management will need to keep up with and 
install the latest technology. This issue needs further exploration, particularly at an Arab heritage 
site where the local audience is relatively young.  
5.1.4 Preferences for Interpretive Content 
Prior to entry, both groups showed clear interest in learning about the importance of Nizwa Fort, 
events that happened there, uses of the site, and stories about people who had lived and worked at 
the fort. Qualitative findings further suggest that visitors wanted to learn about the history of the 
fort, the reasons behind it being built, and its past and current use. These findings suggest that 
interpreters at Nizwa Fort, and other Arab heritage sites, should focus on a site’s built and human 
history. Presently, some interpretation content at the fort explains the significance of the site but 
rarely its history, and this is an area that needs attention. Interpretation that provides an overview of 
the history of the site and surrounding area is important to facilitate learning experiences about 
history. For the study site, management could consider historical information such as the site and 
town development through history, major historical periods in which the area witnessed prosperity 
and/ or challenges. Findings here support previous studies highlighting the importance of providing 
access to interpretive content that explains a site’s importance and history. For instance, Hughes et 
al. (2013) found that visitors to Canterbury Cathedral wanted to gain an understanding of the sites’ 
importance; likewise Ballantyne et al. (2014) found that visitors attached high importance to 
learning about Beijing built heritage sites.   
Additionally, in this study, although ‘information about how the site is looked after’ was not among 
the highest importance items for visitors, pre-visit qualitative findings show that visitors wanted to 
gain a perspective on the preservation/ conservation efforts at Nizwa Fort. This finding suggests 
that visitors to heritage sites may be interested in learning about and appreciating conservation 
efforts at such sites. In fact, post-visit results show that visitors to the fort did gain a perspective on 
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the importance of protecting Omani heritage sites. This topic will be discussed further in next 
section.  
Results of visitors’ preferences for interpretive content indicate significant differences between 
Arab and Western visitors’ preferences on seven items relating to interpretive topics. Arab visitors 
were more interested in learning about events that happened at the site, and stories about famous 
people connected with the site. In fact, Arab visitors mentioned that learning about events related to 
Nizwa Fort and the people who had lived and worked there as the most important topics to learn 
about during their visit. Similar findings were found in recent studies that explored Chinese 
visitors’ preferences for interpretive content. Ballantyne et al. (2014) found that Chinese visitors 
had significantly higher preferences than international visitors in relation to learn about events that 
had happened at heritage sites as well as the people connected with the sites. This finding was 
linked to the Chinese world-view that ‘sees humans and the environment as interconnected and that 
man-made structures are considered to enhance tourism experiences’ (Ballantyne et al., 2014, p. 
16). Arabs appear to demand interpretative content that provides a similar world-view. Thus, 
interpretive content that is focused on ‘why, how and by whom’ is likely to appeal to and engage 
Arabs when they visit a heritage site.  
Arabs preferred interpretive content to include information and/or stories about the site’s 
construction. Arab visitors also indicated their interest in learning about the ways that people lived 
in the past, including their means of communication. It is suggested that this interest in storytelling 
reflects an old tradition within Arab societies. This finding supports Vecco’s (2010, p. 324) claim 
that immateriality and orality are important aspects of understanding heritage beyond a Eurocentric 
perspective.  
Storytelling practices have been described as an ancient Arabic art in which a storyteller entertains 
the public with legends, fables and tales of the adventures of kings and warriors, educates the 
younger generation about traditions and customs, and discusses issues that concern the society 
(Chaudhary, 2014; de Puymège & Hanna, 2007; UNESCO, 2005). The heritage of storytelling can 
be also seen in Arabic literature, for example, in the book alf leila wa leila (One Thousand and One 
Nights), which is the story of Aladdin and Ali Baba. The art of storytelling can be still seen in 
various areas of the Arab World such as Egypt, Syria, Iraq, and Marrakech (Al-Rashoud, 2014; 
Hamilton, 2014). The importance of this Arabic art has encouraged various Arts centres, such as 
Arena Stage in US and Abu Dhabi Music and Arts Foundations, to organise Arabic storytelling 
shows (Farah, 2010; Stage, 2014).  
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In his anthropological effort to report his experiences among Arab communities in Kuwait and 
Saudi Arabia, Dickson (1959) reported that Arab people enjoy listening to stories:  
‘The Arab is a great raconteur, and hazarding a guess I should say there were hundreds of 
known stories extant which have never been published in any Western books, and which 
equal those collected in the Arabian Nights’ (p. 301).  
The importance of the art of storytelling to Arabs has encouraged some Arab countries (e.g., 
Egypt) to initiate conservation efforts, along with UNESCO, to preserve the heritage of storytelling 
and its instruments and tools, and various traditions of storytelling have been documented (de 
Puymège & Hanna, 2007). These include the theatrical tradition where vocalists or poets perform 
with musical instruments, and storytellers perform with handicraft puppets (made of wood and 
textile) while they are telling/ or singing their story, and a cinematic tradition where audience look 
at pictures inside a box through lenses while a storyteller tells the story and changes images.  
Further, the oral heritage of storytelling in various Arabic countries has been listed as masterpieces 
of the oral and intangible heritage of humanity. For example, the Al-Sirah Al-Hilaliyyah epic is an 
oral poem recounting the saga of the Bani Hilal tribe and its people’s migration to North Africa 
from the Arabian Peninsula in the tenth century that has been listed by UNESCO (UNESCO, 
2005). According to UNESCO, this epic is among the major epic poems developed within Arabic 
folk traditions and was widespread throughout the Arab countries, although with the exception of 
Egypt it has mainly disappeared (UNESCO, 2005). The Palestinian Hikaye (story) is also on the list 
of UNESCO masterpieces of the oral and intangible heritage of humanity. This type of storytelling 
art is practised by old women (commonly over the age of 70), and has developed over centuries. It 
deals with issues that concern society and family from women’s perspectives (UNESCO, 2005). 
These recent developments all highlight the importance of stories in Arabic cultures, and suggest 
that interpretation that plans to target Arab audiences should utilise these traditional oral 
storytelling practices. There are no such story-telling experiences for Arabs at Nizwa Fort. 
Westerners’ preferences were more focused on learning about the site’s importance, use, and 
Omani culture. This is similar to findings on reasons for visiting that showed their interest in 
learning about Oman in general as well as the site. The emphasis that Westerners placed on 
learning about Oman and its culture supports results from the IPA matrix, where Westerners 
assigned ‘facts and figures about the buildings/ structure’ to the low importance/ high performance 
quadrant. It appears that because Arabs’ culture and environment is novel for Westerners, provision 
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of facts and figures about the fort and its structure is less important compared to learning about the 
culture itself. Therefore, when interpreting a heritage site that is largely being visited by visitors 
from other cultural backgrounds, it is important to consider the interest of ‘outsiders’ in learning 
about local culture as well as information specifically related to the site. 
5.1.5 Perceptions of On-site Experiences  
Visitors’ post-visit perceptions of their experiences suggest that improvements need to be made to 
enhance visitors’ on-site experiences. Visitors strongly agreed that the site provides new facts or 
information and that they found their experience interesting, and this suggests that visitors devoted 
considerable attention to learning experiences during their visit. They suggested, however, that 
management should provide more information on the history and exhibits to enhance the visitor 
experience. Again, this highlights the importance of interpretive content about the history of the 
site and surrounding areas.   
Both groups highlighted the importance of providing experiences that helped them to understand 
Omani culture, particularly in relation to learning about Omani customs and, ways of living in the 
past, such as means of communication and how women used to dress. Currently, a number of 
exhibits provide insight into Omani culture, including silver corner, copper corner, and water use 
corner (see figures 5.2). However, the site lacks interpretive materials that tap into different aspects 
of daily life within Omani society, for example, its traditions and ritual ceremonies. Thus, this 
study advocates that Nizwa Fort management should provide more interpretation and information 
related to Omani daily life. For instance, how an Omani family used to spend their day, the 
common daily activities and how they were performed. The way of making food in the past is an 
example of a topic that interpreters can highlight to explain how people in the past used to live at 
the fort. Interpreters at Arab heritage sites could make comparisons between present daily life 
activities and activities in the past.   
As discussed in Chapter Two, according to constructivist learning theorists, a learner acquires 
knowledge by interacting with an environment, processing information, and then placing this 
information within existing schemas or structures. The notion of approaching learning at 
interpretive sites in a linear fashion (one way of communicating ideas from exhibits to visitors) is 
declining; instead, it is becoming increasingly apparent for interpreters and experience designers 
that different information appeals to different audiences (Perry, 2012). In order to ensure engaging 
experiences at heritage sites, it is important to consider visitors’ prior knowledge. In the context of 
the current research site, both groups indicated their interest in learning and experiencing Omani/ 
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Arab culture. Thus, it is important to consider the familiarity of both Arabs and Westerners visitors 
with particular topics. This study found that Arabs, as insiders, wanted to understand how their 
ancestors lived in the past (different aspects of their daily life), while Western visitors wanted to 
learn about Arab culture in general, both past and present. Both culture groups, however, came to 
the site with different levels of familiarity with the Omani culture. It is more likely that Arabs have 
some familiarity with different ways of life in the past – some practices may still be carried out 
today. However, Westerners are less likely to have such background knowledge about traditional 
Omani lifestyles. Accordingly, when interpreting how Omani used to make food in the past, for 
example, it is important to consider Westerners’ unfamiliarity. For instance, Arabs may know, or 
have an idea, about the equipment being displayed (its usage, what is it made of), Westerners may 
not have that information and hence they may find it difficult to understand its usage and 
importance.   
 
Figure ‎5.2: Women's Silver jewellery display  
This picture shows traditional women’s dress and jewellery. Traditionally, a husband’s family would give 
the woman jewellery as part of the wedding dowry. 
The qualitative findings presented in Chapter Four suggest that environmental elements play a vital 
role in visitors’ overall experiences at Nizwa Fort. The importance of atmospheric factors within 
free-choice learning settings such as heritage sites is becoming increasingly apparent. Forrest  
(2013) highlighted the importance and possible impacts of atmospheric factors (such as lighting, 
colouring, and signs placement) in creating better visitor experiences within the context of a 
museum. By exploring various theoretical frameworks, she noted the potential impact of various 
atmospheric factors such as maintenance (e.g., cleaning the dust) and lighting on visitors’ 
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experiences. Forrest argued that such environmental factors elicited affective and/or cognitive 
responses from visitors, and that this ultimately would have a direct impact on their personal 
experiences. 
In this study, poor execution of various atmospheric elements was reported as negatively impacting 
on visitors’ experiences at the Fort. For instance, Arabs commented that the poor cleaning and 
maintenance of various sections of the site annoyed them and was a reason why they did not enjoy 
their visit. They also highlighted this issue when they were asked to suggest ways to improve 
visitors’ experiences and why the visit did not meet their expectations. Moreover, both groups 
reported how poor lighting distracted from their experiences at the site. In fact, the need for 
improved lighting was a main theme extracted from Westerners’ suggestions on how to enhance 
their experiences at Nizwa Fort.  
Goulding’s (2000) observational study found that visitors tended to have trepidations when 
approaching a poorly lit area in a gallery at the Birmingham Museum and Art Gallery. Similarly, 
visitors to Nizwa Fort found it ‘dangerous’ to walk up to the top of the fort via the stairs due to 
poor lighting:  
‘Better lighting-not bright lights everywhere but spot lighting on displays, and information. 
Also, light on stairs to roof of fort (dangerous)’ (W 202) 
Further, Forrest (2013) discussed possible variations in visitors’ responses to atmospheric elements 
in accordance with their primary aim for the visit. Specifically, she hypothesised that visitors who 
considered learning experiences to be part of their identity might be more alert to atmospheric 
elements than visitors who adopted other identities. Findings in this current study concur with 
Forrest’s hypothesis. Westerners more commonly reported their frustration with lighting and how 
this distracted from their experiences; for instance, they found it difficult to read interpretive signs. 
This suggests that visitors’ interests prior to their visit might have impacted on the way they 
perceived atmospheric factors. As Westerners were more motivated by learning and discovery, 
they might have been more aware of issues that disturbed their learning experiences. However, 
Arabs were motivated more by enjoyment, restoration, and viewing achievements of ancestors and 
this may have been why their attention was more directed to cleaning issues. 
Previous studies at heritage sites have tended to pay little attention to the importance of experiential 
opportunities and interpretation that enable visitors to appreciate heritage conservation (e.g., Beeho 
& Prentice, 1997; Prentice, Witt, & Hamer, 1998; Willson & McIntosh, 2007; Poria et. al. 2006). 
In the post-visit survey, respondents reported that the visit made them feel strongly about 
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protecting Omani heritage sites. In fact, in the pre-visit survey, although heritage conservation 
items were not the highest scoring ones, visitors still wanted access to experiences that enabled 
them to understand the importance of conserving heritage sites in general and Oman’s heritage 
sites in particular. Individual and composite mean scores of conservation-related items indicated 
visitors’ interest in the conservation effort being made at Nizwa Fort as well as other heritage sites. 
This finding is important for the fort’s management as it infers that conservation was not only 
important to visitors during a particular visit, but also that this visit enhanced their interest, 
understanding, and appreciation for conservation efforts at heritage sites in general.  
Interestingly, conservation factors were the only ones to receive higher scores following the visit 
than prior to the visit. As the site provides only brief information on its restoration work and does 
not provide interpretation on its conservation/ maintenance effort, it can only be assumed that this 
enhanced appreciation for conservation stems from interpretation onsite that highlights the values 
and importance of Nizwa Fort. This finding supports tourism marketers’ argument that visitation to 
heritage sites may focus attention on heritage and cultural assets conservation and contribute to an 
increase in funding (Timothy & Boyd, 2003).  
However, as McKercher (2002) emphasised, caution should be taken in terms of people flow and 
on-site behaviours to manage physical impacts on a site. Here, the use of interpretation can play a 
major role in directing visitors’ on-site behaviours as well as reducing or eliminating negative 
impacts to ensure the sustainability of heritage sites (Ham & Weiler, 2002). 
Currently, some negative impacts on the physical settings of the building appear to be due to 
visitors standing on/ in areas that should not be accessed (e.g., Figure 5.3). In the absence of on-site 
interpretive signs that guide/ encourage visitors to adopt the more sustainable behaviours, such 
impacts are likely to occur, particularly with the increasing number of visitors every year. These 
impacts suggest that although visitors felt that their visit to Nizwa Fort made them more aware of 
the importance of protecting and conserving heritage sites, they might not have been aware of the 
negative impacts that could result from their own behaviours. Thus, providing interpretation that 
alerts and directs visitors to the right sustainable behaviour to reduce their on-site impact is crucial 
at the fort and other heritage sites. 
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Figure ‎5.3: Physical damage to structure as a result of stepping on the top of the fort 
This picture shows the impact that has resulted from visitors stepping up to view the surrounding area. Here, 
a man is standing on the wall to see the view.  
The use of interpretation to promote sustainable behaviours both on-site and post-visit is well 
documented within literature on zoos, aquariums, and wildlife settings (Ballantyne, Packer, 
Hughes, & Dierking, 2007; Ham & Krumpe, 1996). Ballantyne et al. (2007) reviewed related 
literature and suggested that conservation learning could be enhanced by using persuasive 
communication, linking conservation goals and everyday actions, and engaging visitors 
emotionally to incentivise visitors’ sustainable behaviours. Ham and Krumpe (1996) applied the 
Theory of Planned Behaviour to promote sustainable behaviour to lessen negative environmental 
impacts that resulted from camping in the Sawtooth Wilderness in central Idaho. They suggested 
that interpretive content should challenge existing behavioural, normative, or control beliefs, and 
aim to promote new behaviours that worked in favour of environment sustainability. Thus, it may 
be useful to identify and challenge visitors’ beliefs about on-site behaviours in order to promote the 
adoption of sustainable behaviours. As visitors may not think that behaviour such as stepping up to 
catch a good view of the surrounding area (as depicted in Figure 5.3) will negatively affect the 
physical setting, it is important to address their perceptions of this behaviour by highlighting the 
negative impact this has already had on the physical setting. In doing so, management should 
highlight that visitors can contribute to protecting the site by their choice of actions.  
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Ballantyne and Packer (2005) suggested that emotionally engaging experiences might also 
positively encourage visitors to adopt sustainable attitudes and behaviours. Earlier in this chapter, it 
was discussed that Arab visitors wanted to introduce the heritage of their ancestors to their children 
and other family members, and for them to feel pride in their heritage. Hence, designing 
interpretation that promotes pro-environmental on-site behaviours by Arab visitors might tap into 
these affective needs. For instance, interpretation could highlight that by adopting sustainable 
behaviours the site would be conserved and protected for their children and grandchildren, and 
maintained as a legacy that reflects the skills and ingenuity of their ancestors.  
In addition, by employing constructivist theory, Ballantyne and Packer (1998) demonstrated that 
visitors’ attention and responses to interpretation are influenced by their pre-visit characteristics. 
Their survey of visitors to a World Heritage Area in Queensland, Australia, showed that visitors’ 
reasons for visiting and interests influenced how visitors used and responded to interpretation 
facilities. Accordingly, it is suggested here that site management use visitors’ pre-visit preferences 
in relation to interpretation facilities to guide the design of interpretation that aims to promote 
sustainable behaviour. Thus, as Arabs seem to prefer oral interpretation, it might be useful to 
ensure that Arab visitors are verbally informed at the beginning of the visit about behaviours that 
should be avoided or adopted during their visit to conserve the site. 
Earlier in Section 5.1.2, discussion around visitors’ expectations for experiences highlighted that 
visitors who may be described as insiders expected experiences that made them feel pride and 
belonging in their heritage. Findings from the post-visit survey emphasised the role of heritage sites 
in facilitating belonging and pride in one’s heritage. There are several findings that support this 
argument. First, in their post-visit survey, Arabs placed high agreement on ‘I gained an 
understanding of Omani pride in their/ my heritage site’, suggesting that the visit made them proud 
of the site and the achievements it represents. Second, when they were elaborating on how the visit 
exceeded their expectations, Arabs stated they were able to feel the ‘colourful’ past, which shows a 
level of affective engagement with what they encountered. 
Third, Arabs placed the highest score on the item ‘I feel more strongly about protecting Oman’s 
heritage sites’, suggesting that Arabs’ strongest experiences at the fort were feelings about the 
importance of protecting their heritage. Arabs seem attached to the site, saw their heritage reflected 
in it, and accordingly felt more strongly about protecting it. 
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Fourth, unlike Westerners, Arabs reported that they would tell others about the site’s grandiosity 
and its beauty. In addition, Arabs reported that they would tell others how talented Omanis were in 
the past. Words such as ‘beauty’, ‘greatness’, and ‘talented’ are likely to reflect ones’ pride in one’s 
heritage in this context, and thus it is reasonable to assume that Arabs felt proud of the 
achievements of their ancestors.  
Finally, Arabs indicated that the most important facility is the availability of directional signs. This 
perhaps suggests that for Arab respondents seeing all sections and displays around the heritage site 
was a priority, and that they wanted to see the beauty of the architectural form built by their 
ancestors. This assumption is supported by qualitative findings of Arab respondents when they 
were asked to report their most enjoyable experience at the fort. Respondents in the Arab group 
referred to their enjoyment at seeing the whole site; to them it demonstrated the strength of their 
ancestors: ‘all of it, it shows the talent of Omanis in the past in building fort and castle’ (A 35).  
Edson (2004, p.345) stated that ‘heritage resources have extraordinary emotional and intellectual 
appeal since they evoke a feeling of prestige and, therefore, a sense of pride’. As the notion of pride 
in heritage emerged as a finding of this study, it is important to emphasise that pride in heritage 
should be interpreted and understood as a way to help insiders to connect with their culture’s 
achievements. Indeed, as Edson wrote, heritage sites should ‘help to generate an environment 
where the people can acquire an awareness of the continuity that exists in human creation, glimpse 
a past that they receive with admiration and gratitude, and project the future to which they will 
transmit the results of their own endeavours’ (p. 345). Accordingly, interpretive experiences that 
aim to foster pride in heritage should focus on promoting noble values, history, and heritage and 
dealing carefully with the perhaps less admirable aspects of a particular heritage. It is hoped that 
such interpretive experiences will promote noble values, such as values of learning and being 
hardworking, as well as an understanding of the less admirable aspects. Ways in which heritage 
sites can build on these emotional reactions are discussed in Section 5.2.  
There were also differences between the two cultural groups in relation to engagement in cognitive 
experiences at Nizwa Fort, with Westerners significantly more likely than Arabs to report that they 
had learnt something and that they had found the experience interesting. Considering that the Arab 
group also highlighted the importance of learning experiences prior to the visit, this finding 
suggests that the current interpretive content appeals more to the Western group than to Arabs. The 
challenge for interpreters at Nizwa Fort, then, is to ensure that interpretive content reflects Arabs’ 
preferences and expectations. Earlier in this section, it was highlighted that Arabs preferred to learn 
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about events and famous people associated with the site. Hence, Arab heritage sites need to ensure 
that interpretive content covers events and information about famous people related to the site and 
its surrounding area. Further, along with interpretive content, the mode of interpretation may be 
another factor that will enhance Arabs’ engagement in cognitive experiences. As Arabs indicated 
their preference in oral interpretive facilities, providing more oral facilities might contribute to 
Arabs’ engagement in learning experiences, and hence more satisfying experiences (See the 
discussion below).  
5.1.6 Perceptions of Performance on Interpretive Methods 
Visitors’ post-visit perceptions of the site’s performance on various interpretation methods suggest 
that the site’s interpretive methods do not meet their expectations. Although ‘displays and exhibits’ 
were given the highest performance scores and placed in ‘keep up the good work’ quadrant by both 
groups, qualitative results highlight many issues related to exhibits that reduced the quality of 
visitors’ on-site interpretive experiences. These include lighting around the site and displays, the 
amount of information provided on each sign, as well as text font size. Additionally, visitors 
complained about closed rooms and/ or rooms that have no information. Such complaints are 
understandable considering that learning and discovery is a main reason to visit the site. Further, 
visitors also highlighted the limited standing space in some areas of the exhibitions, and that this 
prevented them from being able to spend sufficient time absorbing information about various 
exhibits.  
Following best practice guidelines to improve current practices on informational signs could 
enhance visitors’ experiences at the site. Visitors should have enough space to feel comfortable and 
hence be able to enjoy their learning experiences. For example, the exhibition area currently 
includes one room that exhibits interpretive content on the history of Islam in Oman as well as 
scholarly information about the Islamic sciences in Nizwa and Oman. In addition to the issue of the 
design of informational signs (including small font and too much information), the room cannot 
accommodate a large number of visitors. Given this, it might be a good idea to utilise the Sohar 
room (on the second floor of the castle) to display information on Islam and scholarship. Currently, 
the Sohar room displays books, but no other interpretation is provided. The Sohar room has been 
used interchangeably throughout the history of the site as both a classroom and meeting room. 
Distributing interpretive signs in various rooms and areas would prevent bottlenecks, disperse 
visitors throughout the site, and provide more space and time for visitors to read and absorb 
interpretive content. In addition, this will ensure that visitors absorb information about the use of 
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various places around that site; for instance, interpretation at Sohar room will reinforce its 
traditional role as a place of learning and where discussions took place in the past. Less crowded 
rooms would also enhance visitors’ comfort and encourage them to stay longer to absorb the 
interpretative content. This is important for the current study site as well as for similar sites that 
consider Arabs to be an important market, as this cultural group tends to visit/ travel in family 
groups.  
 
 
Figure ‎5.4: Directional signs  
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Figure ‎5.5: Map of The Fort placed at one corner of the site 
According to visitors’ post-visit responses, orientation aids also need to be enhanced. Visitors felt 
directional signs were poor and that better directional facilities would enable them to gain access to 
the various interpretive signs and ensure that they see all sections of the site (see figures 5.4 and 
5.5). This supports Moscardo’s (1996, 1999, 2009) argument that good orientation is more likely to 
enhance visitors’ ‘mindfulness’20, which will in turn enhance their experiences and learning 
outcomes. In this regard, Western visitors were more vocal than Arab visitors in highlighting the 
issue of current practices of directional facilities at the site. They indicated that feeling lost around 
the site was one of the experiences they disliked at Nizwa Fort. They also placed directional 
facilities items within ‘concentrate here’ quadrant, suggesting management to give more attention 
to this particular facility. Moscardo (1999, 2009) suggested that the level of familiarisation with an 
environment is likely to contribute to visitors’ responses to moving around a site. In the case of the 
current research site, these differences could be attributed to visitors’ respective familiarity with the 
overall environment. It might be that some Western respondents were unable to find their way 
around Nizwa Fort, as they were less familiar than Arabs with the design of forts in general.  
 
 
                                                            
20 According to Moscardo (1999) a ‘mindful’ visitor is more likely to engage with interpretation, have 
learning experiences, be aware of the consequences of behaviours, and subsequently would be more likely 
to have a satisfied experience than a ‘mindless’ visitor.  
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Arabs assigned ‘audio-visual presentation’ facility to the ‘concentrate here’ quadrant, suggesting 
that the current practices need further attention by management. Currently, four digital screens play 
videos related to four different topics – copper manufacturing into different products, underground 
water extraction, traditional Quran teaching class, and indigo production21. The content showing in 
the audio-visual presentation demonstrates ways that Omani people used to make handcrafts in the 
past, and how they used to bring up the underground water. However, the video has no narration, 
neither oral nor written, that explains what is being displayed.  
Earlier discussion in Section 5.1.2 highlights the importance of enabling ‘outsiders’ to make sense 
of what they encounter and/ or view during their visit. Hence, it is vital that Westerners are able to 
access what is being played on the screens so that they can enjoy their experience. Audio-visual 
demonstrations without narration do not assist in this regard. For example, it is important not to 
assume that Western visitors have prior knowledge about what is being played on the screen in 
Quran teaching room. Accordingly, providing interpretive content that explains what the Quran 
teaching class is about, how it works, and commonly followed guidelines should enable Westerners 
to understand what is being played. Along with this, and as another means of oral interpretation, 
Nizwa Fort management may need to provide more audio-visual presentation in other sections to 
facilitate visitors’ experiences. Currently, the provision of audio-visual presentation is limited to 
the exhibition area.   
An emerging important finding from Arabs’ post-visit responses is their demand for oral 
interpretation. Arab visitors clearly emphasised the importance of having oral interpretation 
facilities. In their elaboration on why the visit did not meet their expectations, Arab visitors pointed 
to the absence of staff and attendants, who could have facilitated their experiences by answering 
enquiries. In addition, people-based interpretation facilities were clearly stated in Arabs’ 
suggestions for improving visitors’ experiences at the fort.  
These findings are not surprising as one of Arab communicative style characteristics/ preferences is 
oral communication (Feghali, 1997; Zaharna, 1995), in which the language itself has been 
described as a social instrument that works as conduit in that as much as it transmits information, it 
promotes socialising. Zaharna asserted that in the Western context, language is geared more 
towards transmitting messages. According to Gold (1988), in an oral society, related experiences 
and the moment in history are conveyed in their current context, with its assimilative process 
tending to go unnoticed by members of the culture. Therefore, communicators have a vital role in 
                                                            
21 During the data collection period this screen was not working. 
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delivering the message within the context of an oral society. In essence, it is hard to disengage the 
message and the audience from the communicator.  
Another area of difference between the two groups is their view on the self-guided brochure
22
.  
Westerners felt that the self-guided-brochure was both important and performed well, but Arab 
respondents felt that this facility needed more attention by the site’s management as it was in the 
‘concentrate here’ quadrant.  Perhaps incorporating contents that are aesthetic and/ or sustain a 
feeling of belonging and pride would make the brochure more appealing to an Arab audience. For 
instance, the current brochure does not include events and/ or personal stories related to the fort in 
general, nor to a specific section of the fort history. These topics are likely to appeal to Arab 
visitors. 
5.1.7 Perceptions of Performance on Interpretive Content  
Visitors from both groups felt that the site performed best on providing insights into Omani culture. 
Also, both groups assigned the item ‘information that provides an insight into Omani culture’ to the 
‘keep up the good work’ quadrant. Hence, interpretive experience designers at Arab heritage sites 
should not underestimate the importance of interpreting and providing access to information on 
culture and lifestyles. In this regard, it is important to consider insiders’ and outsiders’ prior 
knowledge about the culture. As discussed earlier, insiders tend to have more wealth of knowledge 
on their own culture and would seek learning experiences about their ancestors’ way of life.  
Visitors attached a low score to the site’s performance on providing information on events that 
happened at the site. Currently, there is limited interpretive content that touches on major events 
that happened at the site or in the surrounding areas, even though Nizwa town and its surrounds 
witnessed major events during the history of the country. For instance, Nizwa town was Oman’s 
capital city at different times through history. During those periods, various events occurred, such 
as the re-unification of the Omani people in the seventeenth century by the Ya’ariba dynasty. 
Information related to such events is important as it can provide visitors with historical background 
and re-emphasise the historical role of the site. Further, interpretive content on when and why 
                                                            
22 The brochure provides a brief historical background on the development of the site and its importance. 
Then, it provides information on each area of the site, its importance and usage in the past, factual 
information (some figures) and, if the area has displays and exhibits, the brochure provides brief 
explanation. The booklet also includes a map of the site, pictures of different sections, as well as a few 
pictures of other touristic attractions around Nizwa town.  
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Nizwa town became the capital of Oman as well as major events that happened during each period 
is likely to capture visitors’ interests.  
Visitors considered the site performance average in terms of providing information on people who 
had lived/ worked at the site. However, prior to their visit, visitors considered this item to be 
among the most important to learn about during the visit. Currently, the site provides little 
information about famous people who ruled or were otherwise connected with the site. For 
instance, the site provides information about the Imam’s room and his section in the castle as well 
as an interpretive sign that explains the shepherds’ room and the tasks of shepherds in the past. 
While these are good, the site management could also provide personal stories about people who 
lived at the site during certain periods of history. Stories could be linked to some features of the 
site, for instance, to the use of the water wells, dates store, and study rooms. Providing such stories 
would enable visitors to gain a further appreciation of the site and its importance in people’s lives 
in the past. 
Another noticeable finding that emerged from the post-visit responses is that both groups enjoyed 
the view from the top of the fort. Westerners reported that the primary topic they would tell 
‘others’ about was how nice the view was from the top of the tower (see figures 5.6 and 5.7). The 
importance of visual appeal was among the main findings in Willson and McIntosh’s (2007) study 
at Hawke's Bay in New Zealand. They found that the styles and colours of heritage buildings are 
enjoyable elements in the visitors’ experiences at heritage buildings. Findings of this study also 
suggested that visitors enjoyed the view from the top of the site of surrounding areas. Westerners 
felt that the view was a unique combination of green and brown: ‘Amazing to see from the top how 
green the town is when all around is brown (no grass)’ (W 30). Findings of this study, along with 
previous literature, stress the importance of interpreting sceneries that visitors view at heritage 
sites. It is important that consideration is given to visitors’ prior knowledge about the scenery 
around the fort, for instance. Arabs are more likely than Westerners to have access to information 
about palm trees and old houses, and hence interpretation of these topics might not capture their 
attention. However, these topics might appeal to a Western visitor. For instance, friendly 
conversation between the researcher and a Western couple showed that they were interested in 
viewing the Nizwa mosque’s minaret, while for Arabs this view would be very familiar.   
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Figure ‎5.6: View from the top of the tower that overviews Western Hajar Mountains 
 
 
Figure ‎5.7: View from the top of the tower that overviews surrounding oasis of palm trees 
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The findings reported in Chapter Four suggest differences between the two groups in relation to 
their interests in interpretive content. Constructivist theorists have explained that people assimilate 
and/ or attach new knowledge or emotions to existing schema that have grown over time. In 
addition, many scholars (Jennings & Nickerson, 2006; Andereck et al., 2006) have pointed out that 
visitors’ previous experiences and knowledge are highly likely to influence their cognitive and 
affective experiences. This suggests that visitors at free-choice learning settings such as heritage 
sites will actively seek to involve themselves in experiences according to their prior interests.  
Regarding visitors’ post-visit views, no statistical differences were found between the two cultural 
groups in terms of the site’s interpretive content. Although no statistical differences were found 
between the two cultural groups in terms of the site’s performance on interpretive content, IPA 
analysis highlighted some differences in their views of what management should improve. For 
example, for Arab visitors ‘information about the fort’s architecture’ and ‘information on events 
that happened here’ fall within the ‘keep up the good work’ quadrant. Currently, the site provides 
scattered information on these two topics. The constructivism learning principles tell us that 
learners will selectively invest effort in learning areas of their interest. This provides a good 
explanation of why Arab placed these two items within the ‘keep up the good work’ quadrant. It is 
clear that Arab respondents would be more able than Western respondents to access knowledge 
related to these topics from their collective memory. For instance, information on the design of the 
fort’s rooms might be linked to the design of an old Omani house, which could possibly stimulate a 
conversation among the group and might contribute to Arab visitors’ learning.  
Moreover, in their qualitative responses, Arab respondents mentioned specific rooms that they had 
enjoyed most, such as mosque, dates room, and shepherd’s room. Activities associated with those 
rooms, such as praying in a mosque and grazing animals have long been established in Arabian 
Peninsula communities. Currently, there are few, if any, interpretive stories and/ or heritage related 
information in these rooms. It is expected that designing interpretive content that provides access to 
stories and activities associated with these rooms will enhance Arabs visitors’ interpretive 
experiences. For instance, there are traditional methods of collecting, packaging, and storing dates. 
Although young Arab visitors may have the background about such processes, they are not likely 
to be familiar with many traditional practices and processes, which might be an interesting topic for 
them.  
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Westerners’ responses placed information and explanation related to facts and figures about the 
building and its structure, and architectural characteristics in the ‘possible overkill’ quadrant– i.e. 
low importance and high performance. Typically, marketers would suggest that low effort 
(managerial and financial) should be allocated to these areas. Smith and Costello (2009) 
encouraged tourism marketers and management to view these attributes as an opportunity for 
differentiation, and accordingly develop and enhance such attributes. In the context of Arab 
heritage tourism, ‘keep up the good work’ on these areas may be a better strategy for several 
reasons. First, interpretation principles recommend that variety should be utilised in designing 
interpretive experience at heritage sites, especially when the site attracts a mixed audience. In the 
current study, Arab audiences placed this item within the ‘keep up the good work’ quadrant, 
suggesting that information on figures and facts of the site is important for this group and should 
therefore be maintained. Second, Arab heritage site management can view these areas as 
opportunities where they can exceed visitors’ expectations. Third, as the site is a new cultural 
environment for Western audiences, information on figures and facts may not be as important as 
general information about the culture itself and its people. Thus, it is not surprising that Western 
visitors attached the highest importance score to the provision of information that provide insights 
into Omani culture. Perhaps Westerners did not expect to find displays and exhibit facilities at 
Nizwa Fort, and accordingly in their pre-visit responses they attached relatively low importance to 
these. This argument is supported by the open-ended responses from the Western group, where 
they explicitly state their expectations were exceeded because they did not expect to find good 
exhibits and displays.  
Arab visitors suggested that more attention should be paid to providing interpretive topics by 
assigning ‘information on legends and traditional stories relating to this site’ and ‘stories of famous 
people who are connected with the site’ to the ‘concentrate here’ quadrant. This finding supports 
earlier discussion that highlights Arabs’ preferences for interpretive content that is aesthetic in 
nature. It is more likely that Arab visitors, who are largely influenced by Islamic philosophic 
views, will seek interpretive content on human existence and roles.  
The Islamic world-view shares similar view with anthropocentrism, that is, humans are considered 
as authoritative beings in the universe. In his description of Islamic views, Badawi (2002, p. 4) 
stated that the bounties of Allah (God) encircle all creation, yet it is humans who have the upper 
status of benefiting from such bounties. Humans are seen as trustees on the Earth: ‘… human is 
created to be the trustee of Allah [God] on earth, it follows that the resources made available to 
him/her in the universe are to be regarded as tools to fulfil the responsibilities of this trusteeship … 
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that all things on earth are made subservient to human use (not abuse)’ (Badawi, 2002, p. 7). 
Again, this supports the argument that interpretation for Arab visitors should focus on human 
achievements and interactions with their environment.  
Another explanation for Arabs’ demand that more attention be given to interpretive content that 
speaks about legends and stories of famous people can be found in Arabs’ seeking experiences that 
foster their pride and belonging in Nizwa Fort. Interpretive content that describes legends and 
achievement of ancestors is also likely to arouse feelings of pride. In the context of the current 
study, interpretive experiences can be enhanced at the fort by including topics on the roles of 
scholars, philosophers, scientists, and rulers who were connected with the site and Nizwa town 
throughout the history of Oman. The town of Nizwa served intermittently as a capital for Oman 
from the mid eighth to mid twelfth centuries. With the flow of political power over time among 
different Omani towns, Nizwa sustained its role as a leading city of enlightenment in which 
religious scholars, poets, and scientists found themselves (Ministry of Tourism, 2013).  
Contrary to expectations, Arab visitors gave the lowest priority to information provision about 
local tribes
23
, as well as poetry about the site and its surroundings. Arab respondents assigned the 
provision of information about local tribes to the ‘low priority’ quadrant. Arab societies, in 
particular societies within the Arabic Peninsula, are known for being tribal. The tribal history in 
Oman includes many tribal conflicts, and thus it can be seen as a contested topic that might 
provoke contentious memories. Hence, Arabs might not have wanted to know about this topic, or 
more precisely, they might have tended to be more cautious in demanding information on this 
topic. It is on this topic where interpretation can probably challenge visitors’ knowledge and follow 
the ‘hot interpretation’ approach proposed by Ballantyne and Uzzell (1993). In their recent study 
entitled Broken Links Exhibition: Stolen generations in Queensland
24
, Ballantyne, Packer, and 
Bond (2012) suggested that hot interpretive content should inform the future by focusing on the 
past. This principle could be adopted to inform interpretation on tribal conflicts, for example. 
Interpreters at similar sites should not be afraid to interpret ‘hot’ topics, and interpretive content 
could be designed to communicate lessons from the past to visitors, and hopefully contribute to a 
better future. For the Western group, although this topic is shown to be clearly not among their 
interests, it may also be incorporated within a wider thematic approach that explains Arabic culture 
rather than tribal systems or associated historical facts. 
                                                            
23The tribe is central in forming Arab society as well as understanding it (Barakat, 1993).  
24 From 1869 and 1969, many aboriginal children were removed by force from their parents in different 
areas of Australia. This exhibition speaks to the history of that period. 
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Poetry has a distinctive position in the Arab artistic heritage and is commonly connected to places 
and events. For instance, Barakat (1993, p. 207) emphasised the importance of poetry in Arab 
culture by describing it as ‘being most central to the Arabic artistic heritage’. In fact among Arabic 
people, particularly within the Arabic peninsula, it is commonly agreed that poetry is rooted deeply 
in history/ and culture (Barakat, 1993). It is therefore surprising that Arab visitors showed little 
interest in it. Perhaps the high level of familiarity with poetry in Arab collective memory reduced 
their interest in learning about poetry and they expected to learn about other aspects of heritage and 
history with which they were not familiar. Also, perhaps the high sophistication of Arabic language 
that is commonly found in old poetry reduced Arabs visitors’ interest in learning about poetry as it 
may require more mental effort, whereas their primary reason to visit was enjoyment. Further 
research on this issue is needed.  
5.2 Guidelines for Interpretive Practices at an Arab Heritage Site  
Based on findings presented in Chapter Four and the above discussion, this section suggests eight 
guidelines to enhance interpretive experiences at Arab heritage sites to meet the needs and 
preferences of Arab and Western visitors. Each guideline outlines interpretive practices to enhance 
the experiences of Arab visitors, followed by suggestions of how interpretive experiences of both 
Arab and Western visitors might also be enhanced.  
5.2.1 Create Interpretive Experience Opportunities for Arabs that Promote Feelings of 
Belonging and Pride  
The importance of designing experiences that create a feeling of pride in and belonging to one’s 
heritage was discussed earlier. Interpretive experiences that provide visitors with an insight into a 
nation’s pride should be designed with two main considerations in mind. First, to appeal to visitors 
from inside the culture/ nation, interpretive experiences should be designed to promote feelings of 
pride and belonging. In the current case, particular types of language (including affective) as well 
as stories relating to the site are likely to enhance Arab visitors’ experiences. As Palmer (1999, p. 
319) pointed out, ‘stories are exciting, romantic and glamorous, able to fill people’s hearts with the 
warm glow of national pride’. It is also important that interpretive designers at Nizwa Fort 
highlight heritage that is symbolic for Arabs, for example, by emphasising what makes the site 
special compared to other heritage sites, such as the fort’s tower being the largest in the Arabian 
Peninsula. Such information could help to reinforce Arabs’ admiration of their heritage and 
enhance their sense of belonging. Further, stories of how Arabs built this site and its circular tower 
could evoke affective experiences among Arab visitors. Likewise, as Nizwa Fort was a defence 
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site, stories and tales of ancestors’ bravery at the site and surrounding areas could enhance the 
experiences of Arab visitors. Further, it seems that Arab visitors saw their heritage tourism 
experiences as an entrée into their country’s glorious past when Oman was acknowledged as a 
nation of learning and knowledge. As the town of Nizwa has served as a city of scholars and 
sciences throughout Oman’s history, it is important that the fort’s management elaborate more on 
this topic. Following a thematic interpretive method could also be useful to interpret the history of 
scholars and science in Nizwa, for example, themes could be developed around subjects that used 
to be taught in the town, such as Arabic, various Islamic sciences, and astronomy.   
Interpretive experiences at Arab heritage sites should also cater for visitors from outside of Arab 
culture, with Westerners in this current study highlighting the importance of understanding Arabs’ 
pride in their heritage. For Westerners, understanding Omanis’ pride in their heritage is more a 
cognitive than emotive experience. Researchers have regularly encouraged interpreters to provide 
interpretation that considers a variety of audiences (Moscardo, 1999; Moscardo et al., 2007). Thus, 
secular–factual interpretation that explains Omanis’ pride in their heritage might appeal more to 
Western visitors. For instance, factual information on features and specifications of Oman’s 
civilization, such as the development of an irrigation system25 in the interior regions of the country, 
would provide outsiders with insights into the nation’s pride.  
5.2.2 Provide Oral Interpretation for Arab Audiences  
Another contribution of this study is that it reveals the importance of oral interpretation facilities 
for an Arab audience. Hence, heritage sites that attract large numbers of Arabs need to ensure the 
availability of attendants who are qualified not only in terms of factual information related to the 
respective site, but also are trained in how to address cultural differences between Arab and 
Western visitors and interact appropriately.  
According to constructivism theory, interaction with other people has an important role in shaping 
learning experiences. Furthermore, social-cultural theory (a branch of constructivism theory) 
stresses that as well as activeness in learning, language and culture are important in the learning 
                                                            
25 Five Aflaj (the plural noun ‘Falaj’ means waterway created by people) acquired the status of World 
Heritage List in 2006. The UNESCO website describes their criterion as follows: ‘the collection of Aflaj 
irrigation systems represents some 3,000 still functioning systems in Oman. Ancient engineering 
technologies demonstrate long-standing, sustainable use of water resources for the cultivation of palms and 
other produce in extremely arid desert lands. Such systems reflect the former total dependence of 
communities on this irrigation and a time-honoured, fair and effective management and sharing of water 
resources, underpinned by mutual dependence and communal values.’ 
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process (Cole & Wertsch, 1996). For Arabs, the presentation of an idea is more critical than its 
logical structure, whereas for Westerners, the logical structure of an idea is more important 
(Johnstone, 1983, cited in Feghali, 1997). In a similar line of thought, Zaharna (1995) highlighted 
the emotional resonance of the Arabic communicative style. Thus, a communicator following the 
emotional-affective style would tend to offer opinions and design experiences that aim to evoke 
affective responses (Levine, 1988; Zaharna, 1995). This characteristic communication style can 
also be seen in the ‘repetitive’ nature of the Arabic communication style that is reflected in 
complimenting behaviours (Feghali, 1997; Zaharna, 1995). In the Arabic language, repeated words/ 
phrases and/ or rhythms tend to have a great impact on thoughts and feelings (Feghali, 1997). 
Accordingly, interpretive practices that are based on affective-emotional discourse are more likely 
to attract and find favour with visitors from an Arabic cultural background. Further, in order to 
maintain the attention of Arab audiences, it is important to build an emotional climax; thus, 
interpretive content (literary and oral) that is directed toward Arab audiences should employ a 
wealth of stories and/ or experiences and feelings. Also, repeating ideas and using different 
emphases and perspectives to build upon and reinforce central messages may increase Arab 
visitors’ learning and engagement in interpretive experiences.  
5.2.3 Create Opportunities for Arab Visitors in Family Groups to Socialise 
The current study indicates that Arabs tend to visit heritage sites in family groups and that they 
prioritise spending quality time with family and friends. It is therefore important that sites that aim 
to attract Arab visitors provide experiences that engage a range of ages. Such experiences should 
facilitate social interaction opportunities among Arab group members, and could include problem 
solving, and initiating and promoting conversation and discussion (Moscardo et al., 2007). For 
example, if a site has traditional displays of silver and copper, interpretive signs could be designed 
to initiate conversation among the Arab visitors about the use of the displayed tools and how they 
were manufactured by positing ‘how’ and ‘why’ questions. Equally, it is important to ensure that 
there is sufficient space for groups to see what is happening, and that the physical surroundings 
encourage groups to stay, have conversations, and interact (Moscardo et al., 2007).  
Furthermore, Perry (2012) suggested that it is important to introduce the ‘play’ concept when 
designing visitors’ experiences at museums. This suggestion could also be extended to Arab 
audiences visiting Arab heritage sites. As many Arab visitors come with families, they are more 
likely to enjoy learning experiences such as problem solving, and engaging in group discussions. In 
order to induce interaction among a group member, various principles can be adopted. According 
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to Perry (2012), visitors who use their imagination to evoke mental images, creative thought, and 
intellectual and sensory exploration to explore exhibits will enjoy the experience. Hence, it is 
important for management to ensure that heritage sites include interpretive experiences that engage 
visitors in imaginative activities. In this regard, the use of the imagination principle could fit well 
with Arab visitors’ interest in learning about their ancestors’ lives by encouraging them to imagine 
various aspects of it. Management could pose questions that encourage visitors to imagine various 
aspects of past life at Nizwa Fort. For instance, visitors could be encouraged to imagine how 
people used to lift building materials to construct the site. 
5.2.4 Provide Interpretive Content about Events and People Connected with the Site and 
Surrounding Area 
The study finds that Arab respondents favoured interpretive content that provided them with 
opportunities to learn about legends, stories, and people connected with the site. Earlier in the 
discussion, it was suggested that it is likely that Arabs would be influenced by the Islamic 
worldview (see Section 5.1.7). This worldview has similarities with anthropocentrism, that is, 
humans are considered to be the authoritative beings on earth, taking precedence over non-humans. 
Thus, it is more likely that interpretive content that is centred on human beings will strongly appeal 
to Arab audiences. For example, events associated with how Arabs settled in Nizwa and its 
surroundings are likely to attract the attention of Arab audiences. Further, the site is known for its 
tower, which is thirty metres high and thirty-six metres in diameter. As Arab visitors highlighted 
their preferences for learning about construction stories, interpretive content that focuses on stories 
and events that are linked to the construction of this tower is likely to appeal to Arabs. Arab 
heritage sites interpreters could also provide stories about well-known leaders and scientists linked 
with the site and/or the surrounding area. For instance, as the most recent refurbishment of the fort 
and construction of the tower were carried out by Imam (leader) Sultan bin Saif Al Ya’rubi, visitors 
are likely to be interested in learning about this Imam and events that occurred during his time.  
5.2.5 Provide Interpretive Experiences to Facilitate Access to Multi-Sensory and Interactive 
Experiences  
5.2.5.1 Experiencing traditional food 
Visitors from both groups wanted to experience traditional food during their visit to the fort. 
Accordingly, it is important that heritage site management creates opportunities where visitors can 
sit down and try traditional foods in an authentic-like atmosphere. Here, explanations of food 
ingredients are important, as previous research has discussed how the lack of communication could 
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make visitors hesitate to try local food (Cohen & Avieli, 2004). As Omani people normally eat 
with their hands, providing Western visitors with an opportunity to eat the way that Omanis do 
might be an interesting experience for them. Additionally, as both groups showed interest in 
experiencing Omani Halwa and coffee, it is important that site management ensures that the site 
provides this particularly pleasurable combination.  
It is not only experiencing local food that visitors wanted; they also wanted to see how the food 
was made. Visitors clearly indicated that demonstrations and explanations of the processes of 
making the food were equally important. Hence, site management should devote attention to food 
practices as part of their heritage products, for instance, the processes of making Omani Halwa and 
bread.  
As discussed earlier, ‘food’ is central to the wider concept of ‘hospitality’; hence it is important to 
focus not only on providing traditional food onsite, but to focus on rituals and meanings associated 
with eating food. Interpretive experiences can facilitate visitors’ understanding of food traditions 
and the role of food in the concept of hospitality within a particular culture. Hence, Arab heritage 
site management needs to consider visitors’ interest in experiencing traditional food by providing 
them with opportunities to try particular foods, watch live demonstrations on how it is made, and 
participate in authentic-like food rituals. For instance, management could provide visitors with 
opportunities to experience and learn about food traditions during ‘Eid’ (fest) days in the past and 
present.  
5.2.5.2 Ensure the availability of traditional shows and re-enactment  
Visitors attached high importance to the provision of traditional craft demonstrations. In addition, 
regardless of their cultural background, visitors suggested that the fort’s management make the site 
more ‘alive’ by organising live traditional shows and/or demonstrations of handicrafts. This could 
also include live re-enactments that explain various aspects of heritage related to the site and 
surrounding area. For instance, Nizwa is known for making jewelry; hence, demonstrations could 
be organised to show the jewelry-making process. Further, many visitors highlighted the 
importance of experiencing traditional food. Thus, together with providing demonstrations of how 
traditional food is cooked, it is important that the fort’s management organises re-enactments that 
show how to serve traditional food, for example, what is served first, types of foods that 
complement each other, and how to say ‘no more please’ to the coffee waiter by a shake of the 
hand. Additionally, various international heritage sites organise re-enactments that perform 
scenarios depicting specific events and/or customs from particular historical periods. This could be 
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done at Nizwa Fort, for example, by providing re-enactments of how students in the past received 
their education in the Sohar room, and how warriors used to train. Arab heritage sites could also 
enhance visitors’ experiences by demonstrating rituals such as marriage, receiving a new child, as 
well as traditional games.  
Opportunities for Arab audiences to engage physically in live performances  
In the current study, Arab visitors wanted to engage in traditional activities such as making pottery 
and textiles, trying on traditional clothes, and participating in traditional dancing. This suggests that 
heritage site management needs to create opportunities for Arab visitors to participate in immersive 
experiences. Activities are an important component of place identity, that is, activities help connect 
visitors with a site, give meaning, and create memorable experiences (Relph, 1983). Heritage sites 
are ideal places for visitors to engage in activities that arouse emotional connections with the past. 
Providing visitors who may be described as ‘insiders’ with opportunities to engage in activities is 
likely to help them establish an existential connection/ experience with the place and with its past 
inhabitants. Accordingly, heritage site management should focus on providing Arab audiences with 
experience opportunities where they can immerse themselves in activities. Such immersive 
experiences are likely to enhance Arabs’ feelings of belonging and attachment to the site. For 
instance, Nizwa Fort management could provide Arab visitors with opportunities to participate in 
copper making and pottery making activities.  
5.2.5.3 Opportunities for visitors to engage with the landscape  
Arab visitors reported the importance of being able to access views and interpret the scenery, and 
also highlighted their interest in enjoying and learning about architectural features of the site. 
Western visitors also reported that they enjoyed the view from the top of the fort. These findings 
support Willson and McIntosh’s (2007) findings that highlighted the importance of visual 
experiences at heritage buildings in Hawke’s Bay, New Zealand. The findings also suggest that 
Arab heritage sites need to ensure that interpretation explains the sites’ aesthetic beauty, such as 
colour and scale, and architectural styles. As insiders who are likely to have basic knowledge of 
indigenous decoration and architectural styles, Arab visitors might prefer interpretive content that 
taps into this previous knowledge. For these visitors, it may be important to provide interpretation 
that addresses the previous generations’ achievements in architectural designs. It is also important 
to remember that, as outsiders, non-Arab visitors are likely to have little prior knowledge of the 
architectural landscape. Hence, it is essential to ensure that interpretive content presents the basics, 
such as why Arab houses have many rooms (to accommodate extended families), why they have 
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flat roofs (to create a warm environment during the winter), and what Arabs used to build their 
houses (i.e., mud brick).  
5.2.6 Build‎Upon‎Visitors’‎Reasons‎to‎Visit‎and‎their Experience Preferences  
5.2.6.1 Create effective learning experiences  
Learning emerged as a key reason for both groups to visit Nizwa Fort. Hence, the framework of 
mindfulness could be adopted at heritage sites to design and enhance visitors’ on-site learning 
experiences. Moscardo (1999) introduced the concept of mindfulness to tourism literature, with the 
author (1999; 2009) hypothesising that visitors who are in a mindful state are more likely to report 
enhanced learning outcomes by the end of their visit compared to ‘mindless’ visitors. While one’s 
predisposition is believed to influence the states of mindfulness or mindlessness during a visit, 
mindfulness can also be stimulated via personal and situational attributes (Moscardo, 2009). Arab 
heritage sites could apply this concept by ensuring that factors that contribute to visitors’ 
mindfulness status are provided, including a variety of experiences that are organised into themes 
(Moscardo, 1999, 2009). In terms of variety of experiences, two aspects can be considered: variety 
in relation to interpretive media, and variety in terms of interpretive content. In order to facilitate 
experiences, management needs to provide a variety of interpretive media that will not only attract 
visitors’ attention, but also maintain their attention. Building upon visitors’ responses in the current 
study, Arab heritage site management could provide various interpretation media such as 
attendants, informational signs, brochures, exhibitions, and traditional/ historical re-enactments. 
Additionally, it is important to engage visitors in interactive learning activities in order to sustain 
their attention. Here, providing games such as quizzes, giant chessboards, name matching, and 
alphabet games could help to keep visitors mindful.  
It is also important to provide a variety of interpretive topics, and these should be organised in 
themes to sustain visitors’ attention (Moscardo et al., 2007). Arab heritage site management could 
organise themes around daily life activities at the site as well as social rituals (marriage 
ceremonies, feasts and funerals), and highlight the differences between past and present in relation 
to these rituals. Management should also be mindful of visitors’ familiarity with topics being 
interpreted, that is, themes for outsiders should be aligned with their understanding and familiarity. 
Likewise, as both groups in this current study highlighted the importance of learning about the 
history of the site, management could organise interpretation related to history around famous 
historical periods.  
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Moscardo et al. (2007) suggested that interpretive signs should be limited in terms of the number of 
phrases, and use short sentences (maximum fifteen words). Further, interpretive signs should be 
distributed across various sections of a site rather than collating them all into one area. The current 
study revealed that visitors felt interpretive signs at the site tended to be too wordy. Hence, Arab 
heritage site management needs to carefully plan the amount of text being included in 
informational signs. Consideration should also be given to the differences between interpretive 
signs written in Arabic and English, and to explore best practice for designing interpretive signs in 
the Arabic language. Perhaps interpreters could adopt new means of interpretation that are easily 
understood by multicultural audiences, for instance, diagrams, illustrations, and 3D replica models. 
Additionally, Moscardo et al. (2007) highlighted the importance of choosing the best location for 
interpretive signs as well as using the right font size in order to ensure that these signs are eye-
catching and readable. Hence, colour and font size of an interpretive sign should be carefully 
chosen. Findings of this current study suggest that, along with the effect of poor lighting, visitors 
were not able to read interpretive signs easily due to small font and/or the colour of the signs.  
Research within the museum context has continuously emphasised the importance of setting out the 
‘right’ physical environment to support visitors’ attention and comfort (Falk & Dierking, 2000; 
Hein, 1998), as this facilitates visitor satisfaction. Hein (1998) emphasised that visitors’ comfort is 
an essential requirement in facilitating learning experiences within a museum context. Essential 
facilities such as bathrooms and directional interpretation that contribute to visitors’ overall 
comfort are important. The availability of such services and facilities would enable visitors to 
spend more time at the site to satisfy their learning experiences.  
5.2.6.2 Provide more interpretive‎content‎on‎the‎site’s‎importance‎and‎history,‎and‎the‎local‎
culture  
One of the key tenets of interpretation is that it is relevant to the target audience.  Accordingly, 
interpreters need to tap into the needs, interests and prior knowledge of their visitors. In this study, 
pre-visit open-ended responses show that Arabs specifically expected to be offered information on 
the history of the site. However, as it is likely that Arabs are able to access basic historical 
knowledge about Arab heritage sites from their collective memory, detailed information about the 
site’s history may not be necessary for them. On the other hand, Western visitors may not have this 
knowledge and will require more detailed history. While both groups indicated their interest in 
learning about Omani culture, it is evident that each group wanted to know about different topics. 
Westerners wanted to learn about Omani life and Arabian culture. Consequently, for international 
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visitors, it is important to create interpretive experiences that enable them to learn about daily life 
within Omani society, for instance, traditions such as weddings and feasts. As discussed, 
interpretation for international visitors should assume that this audience has little or no prior 
knowledge of the interpreted topic. Thus, Westerners are likely to need information that enables 
them to understand what is being played on audio-visual screens or displayed in exhibitions. In 
other words, the topics, events and objects need to be accompanied by information that puts them 
into context for international visitors.  For Arabs, such detail may not be necessary and, for this 
group, information about how people used to live in the past is likely to be more attractive. As 
insiders, Arabs are likely to be interested in the traditions and ways of life of their ancestors. Such 
information could include details about how wedding practices in the past differed from those in 
the present, such as the way a bride would be carried by camel or horse from her parents’ home to 
her new home. Further, as Nizwa Fort played both administrative and educational roles in the past, 
interpretive content that explains these practices would be more likely to appeal to Arab audiences.  
5.2.6.3 Enhance orientation signs at the site  
Findings of this study imply that the content and positioning of directional signs is an important 
aspect of visitor learning and satisfaction. Without orientation signs and maps, visitors may not 
fully explore the site and may miss key aspects without even realising that they have done so. For 
this reason, it is important to place such signs near the ticket office or entry. Moscardo et al. (2007) 
emphasised the importance of designing orientation signs in a format that can be read easily at a 
glance. Hence, Arab heritage site management needs to ensure that orientation signs are designed 
for maximum readability not only in terms of fonts, colours and amount of text, but also where 
these signs are positioned. It is not clear whether the current practice of designing orientation signs 
at Nizwa Fort has limitations, but certainly their positioning should be given further attention, 
along with aspects of their design. 
Orientation maps are also important interpretation facilities that enable visitors to maximise the use 
of their time at a heritage site and enhance their engagement in on-site experiences. Directional 
maps and signs play a major role in pinpointing visitors’ location and directing them to the next 
section. In this study, visitors reported their preference for directional maps that could guide them 
through the site. Further, it is important for Arab heritage site management to accommodate 
visitors who have only a short period of time to see a site. Here, directional maps can provide 
visitors with a clear route that provides access to the main areas/ sections, so they gain a quick 
overview of the story of the site. Whenever it is applicable, Arab heritage site management needs 
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to ensure that orientation facilities inform visitors about the conceptual orientation of a display. 
This will ensure that visitors go through exhibits in the ‘right’ order, which is likely to enhance 
their learning experiences. In the study site, this has been applied at the time corridor section where 
nine interpretive signs are organised chronologically and provide information on the geological 
formation and development of the Arabian Peninsula and Oman. 
5.2.7 Ensure Atmospheric Factors support Visitors’‎Interpretive‎Experiences 
Atmospheric elements such as lighting appear to be important in facilitating visitors’ interpretive 
experiences. In this study, poor lighting was one issue that distracted visitors from engaging in and 
enjoying learning experiences. Many visitors, regardless of their cultural backgrounds, suggested 
that management enhance the lighting throughout Nizwa Fort to enable them to read signs easily. 
This is crucial, given the central role of learning in visitors’ reasons for visiting and preferences. 
Accordingly, managers of Arab heritage sites should be alert to the importance of atmospheric 
aspects when they design visitors’ experiences, particularly aspects such as lighting that will 
impact on learning. Also, visitors suggested that the sites’ management improve displays, 
positioning and overall organisation of exhibits.  
5.2.8 Provide Interpretation that Enhances Sustainable Behaviours at the Site  
Findings suggest that after visiting the fort, visitors had strong feelings about conserving this 
heritage site. However, although visitors might feel strongly about the heritage site’s conservation, 
they might still unintentionally harm the physical setting of the site. Accordingly, the site should 
provide interpretive content to teach visitors about sustainable behaviours and thereby reduce the 
likelihood of negative impacts on the site. Specifically, Arab heritage sites should provide 
interpretation that informs visitors about behaviours that may have negative impacts on the fabric 
of the site such as touching/ holding displays, graffiti, and walking/climbing in undesignated areas. 
In addition, Arab heritage site management could increase public awareness of the importance of 
conserving other heritage sites by pointing to the value of the heritage site to society.  
5.3 Summary 
This chapter has discussed the main findings of this study and related them to key literature in the 
areas of heritage tourism and interpretation. The primary reasons for visiting Nizwa Fort were 
found to be learning/ discovery and enjoyment. Additionally, familial obligation was a primary 
reason for Arab parents to visit the site in order to show their ancestors’ achievements to the 
younger generations. 
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Visitors’ pre-visit preferences of interpretation when visiting Nizwa Fort were presented. 
Consistent with their reasons for visiting, visitors expected to have learning experiences that would 
convey the importance and history of the site. Visitors also expected to have experiences that 
would induce feelings of awe and wonder. Experiencing traditional food also emerged as an 
important experience that visitors sought.  
The importance of feeling/ understanding pride and belonging for Arab visitors to Nizwa Fort was 
discussed. Arab visitors showed clear preferences for and expectations of experiences that 
promoted pride and a sense of belonging, and reported strong positive perceptions of such 
experiences. In addition, the implications of Arab visitors’ preferences for oral interpretation were 
addressed.  
The discussion in this chapter has led to eight guidelines for interpretive practice at Arab heritage 
sites. Some guidelines respond to Arabs’ views/ interests when visiting heritage site; which are, 
creating interpretive experiences to promote belonging and pride, providing more oral interpretive 
methods, creating opportunities for interactive experiences for families, providing stories about the 
site and people, and providing more opportunities for physical and multi-sensory experiences. 
There are other interpretive guidelines that aim to enhance all visitors’ interpretive experiences; 
which include providing traditional shows and re-enactment, ensuring the effectiveness of learning 
experiences opportunities (in terms of variety of interpretive methods and topics), ensuring the 
adequacy of orientation facilities, ensuring the atmospheric factors are appropriate (for example, 
lighting, cleaning), and providing interpretation that promotes on-site sustainable behaviours.  
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Chapter 6 Conclusion  
6.0 Overview and Structure of the Chapter 
Global changes in socioeconomic factors have created new travel markets. This requires researchers 
to explore whether these new audiences have different preferences and perceptions for travel 
experiences and, if so, how might tourist attractions and interpreters respond to such differences? 
This thesis aimed to augment our understanding of visitors’ expectation and perception regarding a 
visit to an Arab heritage site. Visitors’ reasons for visiting, expectations and preferences, and post-
visit perceptions were explored. Similarities and differences between Western and Arab visitors in 
relation to these factors were identified, and guidelines provided for the design of interpretive 
experiences at Arab heritage sites. This chapter discusses the implications of the study (Section 
6.1), addresses its limitations (Section 6.2), envisages further research (Section 6.3), and concludes 
with final comments (Section 6.4). 
6.1 Study Implications  
6.1.1 Theoretical Implications 
The current study provides several insights that have the potential to inform future definitions of 
heritage tourism, reasons for visiting heritage tourism sites, and the design of heritage interpretive 
experiences. These are discussed below.  
 Insider and outsider perspectives on heritage tourism experiences. This study revealed 
that Arab and Western visitors had different perspectives on the fort. Arab visitors held a 
more affective-emotional perspective, that is, they wanted to have emotional experiences, to 
connect with/ pass on their ancestors’ heritage to their families, and to experience Arabic 
traditions and customs (hospitality rituals, trying old methods of manufacturing handicrafts 
etc.). Thus, it seems that visitors who could be described as insiders sought experiences that 
fostered their pride and identity. Edson (2004, p.345) argued that, ‘heritage resources have 
extraordinary emotional and intellectual appeal since they evoke a feeling of prestige and, 
therefore, a sense of pride.’ The finding of this study supports this argument by showing that 
insiders reported that the visit made them feel pride in their own heritage. It adds to the view 
that built heritage sites can play a major role in creating, shaping and consolidating national 
identity. 
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Western visitors, who can be described as outsiders, wanted to understand Oman and its 
people. They predominantly saw their visit as an opportunity to learn about and discover a 
new culture; thus, an interest in learning and the desire to engage in learning experiences 
were dominant in their preferences/ expectations and perceptions. These findings support 
Timothy’s (1996) model of levels of heritage tourism experiences, which states that 
experiences at heritage sites can be classified according to one’s attachment to a site, that is, 
whether it is perceived as a world heritage site, national heritage site, local heritage site, or 
personal heritage site. Arabs appeared to have local and national tourism experiences at the 
fort, while Westerners appeared to have world heritage experiences. This finding augments 
growing literature that argues for various views on heritage places, in particular, Poria et 
al.’s (2003, 2004) work on visitors’ perceptions of religious heritage sites. In their study, 
visitors were found to have different perceptions of a religious heritage site based on their 
own heritage. Findings of the current study suggest that cultural groups have different 
perceptions of heritage and heritage sites that depend on the level of familiarity/ attachment 
with the presented heritage. Consequently, designers of heritage sites and heritage tourism 
interpretive experiences need to consider and respond to such differences.  
 Importance of emotion in formulating the concept of heritage tourism. The current 
study extends our understanding of how heritage tourism is to be defined. According to the 
study’s findings, the emotional facets of one’s own heritage are important in defining 
heritage. This supports Ashworth and Goodall’s (1990, p. 162) proposition that ‘heritage 
tourism is an idea compounded of many different emotions, including nostalgia, 
romanticism, aesthetic pleasure and a sense of belonging in time and space’. The findings of 
the current study show that the search for affective-emotional experiences is among Arab 
visitors’ reasons for visiting their own heritage. It extends Ashworth and Goodall’s view 
that ‘pride’ should be included as an important aspect in understanding heritage tourism 
activities. 
 Extending our understanding of reasons for visiting heritage tourism from cultural 
perspectives. This study responded to existing literature that called for further 
understanding of why people engaged in heritage tourism (McKercher, 2002; Poria et al., 
2006). The current study is among the earliest to explore visitors’ reasons for visiting Arab 
heritage sites, and is the first to be conducted within the Arabic Peninsula. Findings indicate 
that learning and discovery are core reasons for visiting at Arab heritage sites. Accordingly, 
this augments findings from extant literature that has shed light on the importance of various 
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motivations to visit heritage sites, including learning and discovery (Packer & Ballantyne, 
2002; Ballantyne et al., 2014).  
The current study found that learning/ discovery and enjoyment are the main two reasons to 
visit an Arab heritage site for both Western and Arab visitors. This finding augments 
continuing discussion on the importance of and relation between these two factors as 
motivations for visiting free-choice learning sites, including heritage sites. It extends this 
discussion to a new context, the Arab World, in which the notion of perceiving learning and 
enjoyment as ‘complementary’ is supported.  
An important addition to our understanding of reasons for visiting a heritage site is familial 
obligation. This study found that Arab parents felt familial obligations to visit a heritage site 
in order to pass on/ show Omani heritage to their children. This suggests that heritage places 
can serve as sites where one’s identity and the values of belonging to a particular cultural 
group are passed on to younger generations.  
 Understanding pre-visit preferences and expectations in relation to experiences when 
visiting an Arab heritage site. This study is among the earliest studies to explore visitors’ 
pre-visit preferences and expectations of visitors to an Arab built heritage site. It finds that 
visitors have clear expectations and preferences when they are visiting a heritage site. 
Accordingly, the notion that visiting a heritage site is for ‘a day out’ only is not supported by 
findings of this study; instead, the study finds that visitors have a clear preference for 
cognitive, affective, and multi-sensory experiences.  
6.1.2 Site Management Implications  
The current study has practical implications for practitioners working within the heritage tourism 
field and at interpretive sites. First, the study’s insights into Arabs and Westerners’ views of 
heritage sites will help management to design visitors’ heritage experiences from two standpoints. 
Insiders, as seekers of affective-emotional experiences, seek longer lasting affective experiences 
that connect them emotionally with the heritage place. These longer lasting affective experiences 
might include feelings of belonging and attachment to one’s own heritage. Hence, interpretation 
designers at Arab heritage sites should ensure that interpretive experiences are designed in such a 
way that Arab visitors feel a sense of belonging, pride in their heritage and personal identity. To 
achieve this, Arab heritage site management should provide interpretive experiences that highlight 
achievements, for instance, the architecture at a site. The architecture of castles and forts such as 
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Nizwa Fort, exemplifies the level of sophistication and development of engineering in the past that 
informed their construction. Additionally, Omani people in the past developed a well-established 
irrigation system (Aflaj) in response to the arid nature of most of Oman’s natural environment. 
Aflaj represents ancient engineering technologies that demonstrate knowledge of how to sustainably 
manage water resources for the agriculture of palms and other trees in extremely arid desert lands in 
line with mutual dependence and communal values.   
Second, the current study suggests that the ‘one-size fit all’ interpretive experiences approach is 
limited in satisfying visitors’ preferences and expectations at heritage sites that attract local and 
international audiences. Thus, management at heritage sites that attract different audiences needs to 
respond to and address cultural differences in visitors’ interests and preferences. Findings of this 
study indicate that Arabs had adequate prior knowledge and experiences to enable them to 
assimilate and understand Nizwa Fort’s various displays, pictures, views and audio-visual 
presentations. In other words, Arabs reported their enjoyment and appreciation of what they 
encountered. Westerners, on the other hand, appeared to have limited ability to assimilate many of 
the displays and interpretation. When they were able to make sense of the interpretive signs, 
however, Westerners reported their enjoyment of particular learning experiences, such as the time 
corridor section at the fort. Thus, interpreters at heritage sites need to scaffold experiences so that 
outsiders with limited knowledge of the customs, traditions and history of the site and country are 
nevertheless able to gain an understanding and appreciation of the attraction. Interpretation for 
insiders assumes visitors already have this shared cultural knowledge, and can build on it 
accordingly. Heritage site management should enhance interpretive experiences for insiders by 
building upon their existing knowledge of what can be described as the ‘cosy past’ (Prentice & 
Andersen, 2007) – the noble past that insiders want to associate with to enhance a sense of identity 
and belonging. Hence, providing interpretive experiences that transfer traditions, customs and/ or 
achievements to younger generations is likely to satisfy a familial sense of obligation.   
Third, ‘hospitality’ practices/ traditions are important in built heritage tourism. The current study 
adds to heritage tourism literature by highlighting the importance of providing opportunities for 
visitors to taste traditional food when visiting a heritage site. Similar to the concept of pride, 
partaking of traditional food appears to have a twofold effect:  
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 For insiders, experiencing traditional food has more symbolic meaning in that it is linked to 
their own culture and connects them to their heritage. Food appears to be more linked to 
Arabs’ perception of hospitality, which also includes the traditions and customs associated 
with the food. Hence, heritage sites are perceived as sites where people can practice and 
reinforce their traditions and customs.  
 For outsiders, experiencing local food is a novel experience that adds to their collective 
experiences as well as informs them about traditional meals within a new culture. Thus, it 
can provide insight into another culture, its traditions and way of life. 
Fourth, the study found that Arab visitors prefer oral interpretation modes. Accordingly, heritage 
and interpretive site management that targets this cultural group should devote more resources 
(financial and managerial) to providing oral interpretation facilities. For instance, management 
could provide more staff to answer enquiries and to interact with Arab visitors. A training program 
for attendants should be provided to equip them with the expertise to interact with visitors and 
handle enquiries. Specifically, according to the finding of the current study, attendants should 
provide opportunities for Arab visitors to feel their heritage, and develop an anthropocentric 
perspective. This also implies the development of other oral interpretive facilities, such as audio-
visual presentations and guides/ attendants at the site. 
Fifth, findings of the current study add to our understanding of Arabs’ preferences in relation to 
heritage interpretation. Arab visitors were found to prefer emotional-affective oral interpretation 
and were particularly interested in stories about events at the site and of people connected with the 
site. The importance of storytelling to Arab visitors was evident in the study, which suggests that 
Arab heritage sites management should include stories when designing interpretive content for an 
Arab audience. 
Finally, the current study has several implications for marketing that can inform promotional 
materials for heritage tourism, and specifically Arab heritage sites, as follows:  
 Heritage site management that aims to target visitors from the same environment as the site 
could apply promotional messages that highlight identity reinforcement as an outcome of 
visiting the heritage site.  
 For Arab visitors, enjoyment appears to be a more important reason to visit the site than it is 
for Western visitors; therefore, promotional materials could highlight the enjoyment facets 
of being at a heritage site, such as appreciating architecture and taking photos. 
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 As Western visitors show more interest in learning than do Arab visitors, promotional 
messages for the former could emphasise the availability of learning activities, outcomes, 
and opportunities to discover another culture and heritage. 
 Because Arab visitors exhibit a sense of familial obligation, tourism marketers could direct 
their promotional messages to parents by highlighting the benefits that their children might 
accrue when visiting a heritage site. Further, advertisements could highlight the benefits 
that parents gain from spending a day out with their children at the site. 
6.2 Limitations of the Study  
There are several limitations of the current study in relation to its research design, sampling and 
generalisability.  
6.2.1 Research Design 
The current study relied primarily on one data collection method, that is, self-administered 
questionnaires. In order to minimise its limitation, the researcher was present during the data 
collection by answering and explaining any enquires. Further, the questionnaire included open-
ended questions to supplement findings from close-ended questions.  
Additionally, the literature review found that little, if any, work had been conducted on Arab 
visitors at heritage sites. Hence, the researcher was not able to use insights from previous studies on 
Arab visitors’ reasons and preferences when designing the instruments and interpreting results.  
Finally, it is important to acknowledge that this study treated Arab visitors as one homogenous 
group. The same was done with the Western visitors. While the adoption of this approach is similar 
to previous studies, particularly in Chinese context, there is a possibility that some intra-cultural 
differences (e.g. Omanis vs non-Omanis) may have been overlooked.     
6.2.2 Sampling  
Visitors who visited the site in large organised tour groups tended to reject the invitation to 
participate in the study due to limited time. This was more apparent among the Western group, as 
they were more likely to have a pre-determined travel itinerary. This might have limited the study’s 
sample by excluding visitors who only spent a short period of time on-site. Responses from visitors 
with restricted time to visit the site might have revealed some differences in the main reasons given 
for visiting Arab heritage sites, as well as their perceptions and satisfaction.    
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6.2.3 Generalisability  
This study was conducted at Nizwa Fort in Oman; hence it is not claimed that results are 
generalisable to all Arab heritage sites, as some of the reported results might be unique to visitors’ 
experiences at this particular fort. Therefore, it is recommended that similar studies be conducted at 
other Arab heritage sites to enable researchers to thoroughly capture cultural differences between 
Arab and Western visitors when they visit Arab heritage sites.  
6.3 Further Research  
This study provides a good starting point to extend our understanding of visitors’ interpretive 
preferences, and the role of cultural background in shaping visitors’ motivations, preferences, and 
perceptions of on-site interpretive experiences. It is recommended that further research be 
conducted in the areas listed below. 
1. Further research to enhance our understanding of the insider/outsider dichotomy as well as 
studies exploring other culture’s reasons for visiting, expectations and preferences when 
visiting heritage sites in their own and other countries are vital. Relph’s (1976, 1983) work 
in theorising relations between a place and insiders and/or outsiders could be used to guide 
our understanding of differences between insiders and outsiders’ experiences at heritage 
sites. By employing Relph’s framework, our understanding of visitors’ experiences at 
heritage sites and our ability to design effective interpretive experiences could be enhanced.  
2. Further research could examine the role of heritage tourism in shaping national identity and 
pride. The model that Timothy (1997) developed to classify heritage experiences could be 
utilised to approach the concept of national identity and pride in one’s heritage. The author 
theorised that there are four levels of heritage tourism experiences, that is, world, national, 
local, and personal. 
3. Further research on Arab preferences and perceptions is also needed. Such studies should 
explore Arabs’ motivations and preferences at similar heritage sites within the Arab World 
context as well as in different contexts. In particular, future research should aim to ascertain 
whether Arab visitors to other heritage sites (within or outside the Arab World context) have 
similar reasons for visiting and preferences in relation to the mode and focus of interpretive 
experiences.  
4. Further research is needed to ascertain whether the importance of pride and familial 
obligation applies to other insider groups, for instance, Chinese or Westerners visiting their 
respective heritage sites.  
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5. Many Western visitors reported the effect of word-of-mouth advertising in persuading them 
to visit the site. Hence, the role of personal recommendations in encouraging people to visit 
heritage sites should not be underestimated, particularly with the increased use of social 
media to share travel experiences. Understanding its influence could improve current 
marketing efforts by Omani authorities to attract more Western visitors.  
6.4 Final Comments 
Among the aims that this thesis tried to achieve was to explore Arabs’ experience in relation to their 
own heritage. Currently, the Arab World is experiencing unrest and instability in different facets – 
social, economic, and political. In a recent publication, The Economist wrote on ‘the tragedy of the 
Arabs’ and questioned what has happened to the Arab World (Leaders, 2014). The Economist 
pointed out that historically ‘Islam and innovation were twins. The various Arab [leaders] were 
dynamic superpowers—beacons of learning, tolerance and trade’ (Leaders, 2014, p. 9). Perhaps 
reminding Arab communities of their heritage can contribute towards rebuilding Arab communities 
and culture. Arab heritage site interpreters can play major roles in reminding Arabs of their bright 
heritage including its noble values, ethics, and achievements. Interpreters at Arab heritage sites 
should strive to educate locals about their own heritage, areas of achievements, and deal carefully 
and wisely with the ‘poisoned history’ of conflicts. If this is done well, it will be a step towards 
rebuilding Arab societies: ‘[a] civilisation that used to lead the world is in ruins—and only the 
locals can rebuild it’ (Leaders, 2014, p. 9).  
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Appendixes  
Appendix A) Exhibition at Nizwa Fort 
The vast majority of interpretation work at the fort is centred on the exhibits hall, a maze of 
rooms that was originally used as the fort’s prison. The exhibits hall includes various sections 
(small corners and/ or rooms) that display exhibits and interpretive signs, as follows:  
Nizwa Town section: In this section there is a scaled-down replica of Nizwa town. While no 
information is provided, the replica is equipped with small lights that will light up if a visitor 
presses the designated buttons.  
Nizwa Souq section (market): This section provides visitors with an overview of Nizwa’s 
old market (souq). Various items are displayed such as old clothes, spices, and pottery.  Here, 
two interpretive signs provide visitors with general information of the market and its 
activities.  
Water use section: This section provides an overview of water sources in different areas of 
Oman. Two interpretation techniques are used: a TV screen plays video on how people used 
to retrieve underground water, while an interpretive sign explains the Aflaj system in Nizwa 
(the irrigation system that is the main source of water in the interior of Oman).  
Ablution Room: Ablution, or Wudd’a, refers to the way that Muslim individuals wash 
designated parts of their body prior to each prayer time. Throughout the castle there are four 
ablution rooms. Two are located with the exhibition area, with an interpretive sign explaining 
the use of this room. Another room within the exhibition space also has an interpretation sign 
explaining ablution.  
Locks and Keys section: This section displays old locks, keys, and doors that were used 
during the 19th and early 20th centuries in Oman. Old keys and locks are displayed in two 
cupboards. Each cupboard has a small interpretive sign that briefly explains the display. 
Additionally, there is one interpretive sign that shows different pictures of Omani’s old doors 
with a brief explanation.  
Indigo section: This section provides information and displays that interpret an indigo 
workshop. It has also a plasma screen that demonstrates the dyeing processes; however it was 
off during the time of the data collection.  
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Silver Section: This section displays jewellery that Omani women wore in the past 
accompanied by a brief explanation. It also displays an Omani woman’s dress from the past.  
Copper section: This presents various copper materials that Omani used to craft for daily life 
use.  
Date store: It is the old date store used to store date after harvest season. The store has been 
kept in its original condition. It has a large-scale photograph of a man climbing a date palm to 
harvest dates.  
Time Corridor section: In this section, there are nine interpretive signs that track the 
geological formation and development of the world, the Arabian Peninsula, and Oman. It also 
provides information about human milestones in major periods across different areas of the 
world. 
Origin of Fortification section: This section provides information about the tower tombs 
found in different areas of Nizwa and Oman which date back to the 4th and 3rd centuries B.C. 
Additionally, this section has one interpretive sign that provides brief information about 
networks of defence and types of fortification in Oman, such as forts and castles, towers, 
perimeter walls, and fortified moats.  
Fort and Castle architecture: This section presents information on materials and methods 
that were used in building the site, as well as those used in restoration work (1985-1995). 
Additionally, it provides information on defensive features and strategies of the site.  
Fort and Castle history section: This section provides information about famous people who 
visited Nizwa or Oman, with the interpretive contents of this section focusing on quotes from 
people regarding Nizwa or the fort. For examples, it has quotes from Arab visitors such as 
writers Ibn Kathair and Yaqut Al-Hamawi (13
th
 century) and Ibn Battutah (14
th
 century).  
There are also quotes from Western visitors such as German doctor and naturalist Englebert 
Kaempfer in 1688 (who only visited Muscat but mentioned Nizwa in his writing), and British 
Naval Lieutenant James Raymond in 1835.  
Islam and scholarship section: This section focuses on the history of Islam in Oman and 
scholarly Islamic sciences in Nizwa and Oman. The methods of interpretation used are 
interpretive signs and an audio-visual screen. The interpretive signs present information on 
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scholars of Islam in Oman, mosques of Nizwa and surrounding areas, and picture of the letter 
that was sent by Mohammed (SAAS) to Oman’s leader at that time.  
Life in the fort and castle: This section has only one cupboard that includes a display of 
traditional clothes for old Omani men. There is no information provided. 
Shepherd (shawi) room: This room is not in the exhibition hall area, but beside the exhibition. It 
illustrates the work that shepherd used to do – taking Imam’s goats and sheep to graze. ‘Shawi’ is the 
Omani local word for ‘shepherd’.  
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Appendix B) The Questionnaire  
Appendix B.1) A Survey on Motives and Interpretive 
Experiences at Nizwa Fort (English) 
 
 
Dear visitor,  
I am a PhD student at The University of Queensland, Australia, conducting research into visitors’ 
reasons, expectations and preferences for visiting a heritage site. All of your responses are 
anonymous and your answers will be used to improve visitors’ experiences at Arab heritage sites. 
Your participation is completely voluntary and that your responses will be kept confidential and 
stored securely, and no names will be required. This study has been approved by the School of 
Tourism and its Ethics Officer Associate Professor Ian Patterson; please feel free to contact him for 
any further concern at ian.patterson@uq.edu.au. 
The questionnaire will take approximately 5 minutes at the start, and 10 minutes at the end of your 
visit. Completing this survey is taken as an indication of your consent to participate, but you are free 
to withdraw at any time. Thank you in advance for your participation and help with my research 
project.  
 If you have any further questions and/or concerns about this study, please feel free to contact me 
at: 
hamed.almuhrzi@uqconnect.edu.au 
 Mobile phone number, Oman: 97000414 
 Office phone (University of Queensland, Australia):  +61 7334 60682 
MANY THANKS FOR YOUR HELP AND SUPPORT. 
 
PRE-VISIT QUESTIONNAIRE: MOTIVES TO VISIT      Time in: 
……………. 
 
1.   Why did you visit this site?  Place a tick next to THE MOST IMPORTANT reason:  (TICK ONLY 
ONE BOX): 
 I came here to bring a friend or family member. 
 I came here because it helps me feel at peace. 
 I came here to learn or discover something new. 
A Survey on Motives and Interpretive 
Experiences at Nizwa Fort 
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 I came here to see a famous attraction. 
 I came here because I have a particular interest in Oman’s cultural heritage. 
2.   How important to YOU are the following possible outcomes of the visit? Please circle your 
response to each item, e.g.:   
 
3.    Are there any other reasons for your visit to this site? If so, please explain.  
 
 
 
      Not  
Important 
 Moderately  
  Important 
      Extremely       
      Important  
To discover new things 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
To be pleasantly occupied 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
To build friendships with new people 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
To recover from the stress and tension of everyday life 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
To discover more about myself 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
To be better informed 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
To get a feeling of achievement 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
To spend quality time with family or friends 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
To enjoy myself 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
To feel more confident about my own abilities 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
To interact with others 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
To be entertained 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
To think about my personal values 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
To relax physically 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
To relax mentally 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
To develop close friendships 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
To feel I am functioning at my peak 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
To meet new people 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
To get away from the responsibilities of everyday life 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
To have fun 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
To expand my interests 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
To be mentally stimulated 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
To find some peace and tranquillity 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
To explore the unknown 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
To feel happy and satisfied 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
4 
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4.   Please rate the importance of the following to YOU during this visit:  
 
5.    Please circle how IMPORTANT it is to YOU that heritage sites provide the following: 
                                                                                                                                        Not                                   Moderately                        Very  
                                                                                                                                       Important    Important           Important 
I hope the experience will make me more interested in history. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I hope the experience will change/ challenge my views. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I hope to learn more about the importance of protecting 
Oman’s heritage sites. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I hope to learn new facts or information during my visit. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I hope to understand more about Oman’s history/ heritage of 
the site. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I hope to be fascinated with things that I will see, hear, or read. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I hope to see historical objects. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I hope to feel a personal connection with the site. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I hope to understand the importance of conserving heritage 
sites. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I hope to find interesting information. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I hope to feel a sense of wonder or awe. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I hope to gain an understanding of Omani pride in their/my 
heritage site. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
                                                                                                                                        Not                                    Moderately                       Very  
                                                                                                                                      Important      Important             Important 
Guided tours 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Activities for children/families 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Displays & exhibits 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Information brochures  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Friendly/helpful staff 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Self-guided tours:          - Audio  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
                                          - Brochures  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
                                          - Mobile/ cell phone application 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Educational materials to take home 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Directional maps of the site 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Information signs about the site and objects  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Audio-visual presentations 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Directional signs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Traditional craft demonstration  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Historical re-enactments  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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6.    Is there anything else YOU hoped to experience during this visit? 
 
 
 
7.    Please circle how IMPORTANT it is to YOU that this site provides information about each topic: 
 
8.    Is there any other information YOU want to know? Please explain.  
__________________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
                                                                                                                                        Not                                    Moderately                     Very  
                                                                                                                                      Important     Important           Important 
Information about how this place was built 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Explanations of why this site is important 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Information about people who lived / worked here 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Information on events that happened here 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Facts and figures about the buildings/structure 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Legends / traditional stories relating to this site 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Information that provides an insight into Omani culture 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Stories of famous people who are connected with the site 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Information about how the site is looked after 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Poetry about the site and surrounding area 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Information about local customs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Information about local tribes 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Information about how this fort has been used through time 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Information about the fort’s  architecture  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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POST-VISIT SURVEY OF ON-SITE EXPERIENCE       Timeout: … 
1.   How much do YOU agree with the following statements? 
 
 
2.  Do YOU have any suggestions for improving the visitor experience at this site? Please explain. 
________________________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________________________ 
3.    What part of the visit did YOU enjoy the most?  ________________________________________ 
Why?  __________________________________________________________________________________ 
4.    What part of the visit did YOU enjoy the least? _________________________________________ 
Why?  __________________________________________________________________________________ 
                                                                                                                                          Strongly                                                                      Strongly  
                                                                                                                                          Disagree      Neither               Agree 
The visit has made me more interested in the history of this 
area. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
My views have changed as a result of my visit. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I feel more strongly about protecting Oman’s heritage sites.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I have learnt some new facts or information during the visit. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I have a better understanding of Oman’s history/ heritage 
because of my visit. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I was fascinated by the things I saw, heard, or read. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I enjoyed seeing historical objects. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I felt a personal connection with some aspects of the site. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
The visit made me reflect on the importance of conserving 
heritage sites. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I found the experience interesting. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I felt a sense of wonder or awe. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I gained an understanding of Omani pride in their/my heritage 
site. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I feel I benefited from having come here today. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
The visit was as good as I had hoped. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I would recommend visiting this site to family and friends. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Overall, I was satisfied with my visit here today. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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5.    Please rate this site on each of the following features or services by circling the appropriate 
number.        If YOU didn’t use the service, please tick the N/A box.  
 
 
6.    Please rate how well YOU think this site provided information on each of these topics by 
circling the appropriate number. Please tick ‘not seen’ if YOU have not observed the information.   
 
 
                                                                                                               Not            Very                                                                                 
                                                                                                          Applicable    Poor           Neutral                      Outstanding   
Guided tours  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Activities for children/families  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Displays & exhibits  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Information brochures   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Friendly/helpful staff  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Self-guided tours: -  Brochures  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Directional maps of the site  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Information signs about the site and objects  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Audio-visual presentation  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Directional signs  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Traditional craft demonstrations   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
                                                                                                                         Not          Very                                                                                 
                                                                                                                       Seen         Poor          Neutral                          Outstanding   
Information about how this place was built  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Explanations of why this site is important  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Information about people who lived / worked here  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Information on events that happened here  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Facts and figures about the buildings/structure  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Legends / traditional stories relating to this site  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Information that provides an insight into Omani culture  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Stories of famous people who are connected with the site  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Information about how the site is looked after  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Poetry about the site and surrounding area  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Information about local customs  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Information about local tribes  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Information about how this fort has been used over time  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Information about the fort’s architecture   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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 7.    What is the ONE THING YOU would tell friends/family about this heritage site?   
________________________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
8.    Overall, did your visit today meet your expectations? 
  Yes, met my expectations  
  Yes, exceeded my expectations  How?   ____________________________________________ 
 __________________________________________________________________________________ 
  No, did not meet my expectations   Why not?  
________________________________________ 
 __________________________________________________________________________________ 
 __________________________________________________________________________________ 
9.    Where do you live?  ________________________ 
10.    Have you been to this site before (please circle)?    No 
         Yes: How many times? ….............. 
11.    What best describe your highest educational level? 
 
No Schooling 
 
Middle school High school Diploma 
 
Bachelor degree 
 
Master degree PhD  Others: ………… 
 
12.   Who did you visit with?  
 Alone      Spouse/ Partner       Family (with children)       Friends       Tour Group     Others: 
………… 
13.   How old are you?  
   Under 20              20-29             30-39             40-49             50-59             60 or over 
14.   Gender:  
   Male              Female  
THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR TIME AND HELP.
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 عزيزي الزائر، 
الأسترالية، أقوم بعمل دراسة حول دوافع، وتوقعات، و رغبات الزائر  أنا طالب أقوم بالتحضير لدرجة الدكتوراه  بجامعة كوينزلاند
وسوف تستخدم تدلي بها ستعامل بسرية تامة ولن يطلب منك أي بيانات ُتعرف بهويتك، للمواقع الأثرية. كل الاجابات التي سوف 
بأن  تعبئة هذه الأستبانة ستستغرق منك  المعلومات فقط لتحسين خبرات وتجارب زوار المواقع الأثرية في الدول العربية. وأؤكد 
دقائق بعد الزيارة. وسوف تعتبر اجابتك على مفردات هذه الاستبانة كذلك  مؤشر على موافقتك في  01دقائق قبل الزيارة، و  5قرابة 
ة في الانسحاب من لك مطلق الحريو تماما ً طوعية هي البحث هذا فى مشاركتكالمشاركة في هذا البحث، كما أود لفت انتباهك بأن 
تعبئة هذه الاستبانة أو أي جزء من أجزاءها و في أي وقت تشاء، كل المعلومات المدلى بها سوف تحفظ في أماكن آمنة ولن يتم طلب 
 .أسماء شخصية. شاكرا ًومقدرا ًلك مشاركتك ومساعدتك لي في هذا البحث
ث بكلية السياحة بجامعة كوينزلاند الاسترالية، وفي حالة وجود أي هذه الدراسة تمت الموافقة عليها من قبل فريق اخلاقيات البح
ملاحظه على هذه الدراسة الرجاء التواصل مع مشرف أخلاقيات البحث بالكلية الاستاذ المشارك على البريد الإلكتروني: 
 ua.ude.qu@nosrettap.nai
 لديك أية استفسارات تتعلق بهذه الاستبانة، الرجاء عدم التردد في التواصل معي على: وأخيرا اذا كانت
 ua.ude.tcennocqu@izrhumla.demahالبريد ًالإلكتروني: ًً
ً41400079: ًعمانً–الهاتق ًالنقال 
ً28606 4337 16+استراليا:ًً–هاتفًالمكتبً
ً
 وقتًالدخول:ً.............      استبيانًقبلًالزيارة:الدوافعًًً-أولا
من بين الأسباب التالية بالنسبة  (وصفًواحدًفقط)ما هو الدافع الرئيسي لزيارتك اليوم؟ الرجاء اختيار الوصف الأنسب  .1
 :لك 
 أتيُت إلى هنا لأًرافق عائلتي أو أصدقائي. ًً
 السكينة.أتيُت إلى هنا للحصول على ًً
 أتيُت إلى هنا لأتعلم أو أستكشف شيئا ًجديدا.ً   
ًأتيُت إلى هنا لزيارة موقع مشهور.ًً
 أتيُت إلى هنا لأني ُمحترف ولدي اهتمام محدد بالتراث والثقافة الُعمانية. ًً
 4 المناسب،ًعلىًسبيلًالمثال:ًعلىًالرقمً للنتائجًالتاليةًخلالًهذهًالزيارة؟ًيرجىًوضعًدائرة هيًأهميةًتحقيقك ما.  2
دراسةًحولًدوافعًوتوقعاتًورغباتًوخبراتًالزائرً
 بقلعةًنزوى
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ًًلزيارةًهذاًالموقع؟ًًإنًكانًالأمرًكذلك،ًيرجىًًالتوضيح. .ًهلًًتوجدًأيةًأسبابًأخرىًدعتك3
 
 _________________________________________________________________________
 ُمهم                 ُمهم             ليس                                                                                              
 نوعا ًما                       للغاية         ُمهما ً                                                                                   
 إكتشاف أشياء جديدة 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 لقضاء وقت سعيد 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 بناء صداقات مع أُناس ُجدد 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 توتر الروتين اليوميللتعافي من إجهاد و 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 لإكتشاف المزيد عن نفسي 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 لأكون أكثر اطلاعا 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 للحصول على شعور بالإنجاز 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 لقضاء وقت ممتع مع العائلة أو الأصدقاء 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 للإستمتاع بوقتي 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 للشعور بثقة أكبر بقدراتي الشخصية 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 للتفاعل مع الآخرين  1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 للترفيه عن نفسي  1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 للتفكر في قيمي الشخصية  1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 للإسترخاء الجسدي 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 للإسترخاء العقلي 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 تمتين صداقاتي  1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 للشعور بقمة نشاطي  1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 للالتقاء بأشخاص جدد 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 للتخلص من مسؤوليات الحياة اليومية  1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 للإستمتاع 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 لتوسيع دائرة اهتماماتي  1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 لتحفيز قدراتي العقلية 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 للحصول على بعض السلام و السكينة 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 لإستكشاف المجهول  1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 للإحساس بالسعادة والرضى 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 ُمهم                          ُمهم      ليس                                                                                          
 ُمهما ً                   نوعا ًما                     للغاية                                                                          
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 .ًيرجىًتقييمًأهميةًماًيليًبالنسبةًلك،أثناءًهذهًالزيارة:4
ً.ًكمًهوًُمهمًلكًبأنًتوفرًمواقعًالتراثًماًيليً(ضعًدائرةًعلىًالرقمًالمناسب):ً5
ًأثناءًزيارتكًلهذاًالموقع؟ تجربته .ًهلًهناكًشيءًآخرًتتمنى6
 _________________________________________________________________________
 أكثر اهتماما ًبالتاريخ من هذه التجربة أن تجعلني أتمنى  1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 عن المواقع الأثرية  نظري وجهة التجربة هذه تغير أن أتمنى 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 أتمنى أن أتعلم أكثر عن أهمية حماية المواقع الأثرية العمانية 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 أتمنى أن أتعلم معلومات أو حقائق جديدة أثناء زيارتي 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 / تراث عمان من خلال زيارة الموقع أتمنى أن أفهم أكثر عن تاريخ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 أتمنى أن أنبهر بالأشياء التي سوف أراها  أو أسمعها أو أقرئها 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 أتمنى أن أرى  آثارا ًتاريخية 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 أتمنى أن أشعر  بالتواصل الشخصي  مع بعض الموقع 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 المواقع  الأثريةأتمنى أن أفهم أهمية حماية  1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 أتمنى أن أجد معلومات مثيرة 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 أتمنى أن أشعر  بالدهشة أو الإعجاب 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 أتمنى أن أفهم سبب اعتزاز العمانيين بتراثهم  1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 ُمهم                    ُمهم           ليس                                                                                             
 للغاية                    ُمهما ً                     نوعا ًما                                                                           
 رحلة   مع مرشد سياحي 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 أنشطة للأطفال/ للأسرة  1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 صالات عرض و معروضات  1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 ٌكتيبات  ومطويات تحوي معلومات عن المو قع 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 موظفين ودودين ومتعاونين 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 رحلات شخصية ( بلا مرشد سياحي) مصحوبة بـ: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 تسجيل صوتي –                                             
 كتيبات تحتوي على معلومات  –                                              1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 تطبيقات في الهاتف النقال  –                                              1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 مواد تعليمية لتأخذها للمنزل 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 خرائط للموقع 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 لوائح تحتوي على معلومات عن الموقع والمعروضات  1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 بصرية-عروض  سمعية 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 لوائح توجيهية  1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 تمثيل الصناعة الحرفية عملياً  1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 تمثيل مشاهد تاريخية  1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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 _________________________________________________________________________
 _________________________________________________________________________
ًهذاًالموقعًمعلوماتًعنًالمواضيعًالتاليةً(ضعًدائرةًعلىًالرقمًالمناسب):ًًُيقدمً .ًكمًهوًُمهمًبالنسبةًلكًأن7
 
ًزيارتكًلهذاًالموقع؟ًيرجىًالتوضيح. أنًتعرفهاًأثناء .ًهلًهناكًأيةًمعلوماتًأخرىًتود8
 _________________________________________________________________________
 _________________________________________________________________________
 _________________________________________________________________________
 
 
ً
ًوقتًالخروج:ً.............ًًًًًتجربةًزيارةًالقلعةأستبيانًبعدًالزيارة:ًً-ثانيا
ً.ًكمًتتفقًمعًالعباراتًالتالية:ً1
 ُمهم             ليس                    ُمهم                                                                                         
 للغاية                       ُمهما ً                   نوعا ًما                                                                           
 معلومات عن كيفية بناء هذا الموقع 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 معلومات تبين أهمية هذا الموقع  1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 عن الناس الذين عاشوا أو عملوا هنامعلومات  1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 معلومات عن الأحداث المهمة التي حدثت هنا 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 حقائق وأرقام عن القلعة وهيكلها 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 أساطير أو قصص من الُتراث مرتبطة بهذا الموقع 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 معلومات تعطي  نبذة عن الثقافة العمانية  1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 قصص عن أشخاص مشهورين و مرتبطين بهذا الموقع 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 معلومات عن كيفية العناية بهذا الموقع
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 شعر ُكتب عن الموقع والمناطق المحيطة  به
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 معلومات عن العادات والتقاليد المحلية
 معلومات عن القبائل المحلية 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 معلومات عن كيفية استخدام القلعة عبر التاريخ  1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 معلومات عن الفن المعماري للقلعة  1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 332 
 
 . هل لديك أية اقتراحات لتحسين تجربة الزائر لهذا الموقع؟ يرجى التوضيح. 2
 _________________________________________________________________________
 _________________________________________________________________________
 _________________________________________________________________________
 . أي جزء من الزيارة استمتعت فيه أكثر؟________________________________________________3
لماذا؟_______________________________________________________________________
 ________________________________________________________________________
 . أي جزء من الزيارة لم تستمتع فيه بالقدر الذي أردت؟_________________________________________4
لماذا؟_______________________________________________________________________
 ________________________________________________________________________
 . يرجى تقييم الخدمات والميزات التالية الُمقدمة في هذا الموقع، وذلك من خلال وضع دائرة على الرقم المناسب. 5
 إن كنت لم تستخدم الميزة/ الخدمة، الرجاء وضع إشارة على خيار لا ينطبق.
 لا                                                     أتفق                                                                            
 بشدة                أتفق بشدة                    محايد                                                                               
 الزيارة جعلتني أكثر اهتماما ًبتاريخ هذه المنطقة 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 عن المواقع الأثرية تغيرت وجهات نظري نتيجة لزيارتي  1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 تجاه حماية مواقع التراث العمانيةأشعر بحماس أكبر  1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 تعلمُت معلومات أو حقائق جديدة من خلال زيارتي هذه 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 تمكنُت من استيعاب التاريخ العماني بشكل اكبر بسبب زيارتي  1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 انبهرُت بالأشياء التي رأيتها أو سمعتها أو قرأتها 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 المعروضات التاريخية برؤيةاستمتعت  1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 أجزاء الموقع شعرت بتواصل شخصي مع بعض 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 الزيارة جعلتني أتفكر في أهمية حماية المواقع الأثرية 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 وجدُت تجربتي في الموقع مثيرة للإهتمام
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 بالدهشة أو الإعجاب ست ُأحس
 أدركُت سبب اعتزاز العمانيين بتراثهم 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 أشعر أنني استفدُت من زيارتي اليوم لهذا الموقع 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 الزيارة كانت جيدة كما كنُت آمل 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 سوف أنصح  العائلة والأصدقاء بزيارة الموقع  1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 بشكل عام، انا راٍض عن زيارتي اليوم 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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الرجاء إن . يرجى تقييم أداء الموقع في تقديم المعلومات عن المواضيع التالية، وذلك عن طريق وضع دائرة على الرقم المناسب.  6
 لم تشاهد أيا ًمن هذه المعلومات؛ ضع علامة على "لم ُيشاهد".
 
 لاينطبق  سيء                 متوسط                 ممتاز                                                                       
 للغاية                                           جداً                                                                                 
 رحلة   مع مرشد سياحي 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 أنشطة للأطفال/  للأسرة  1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 صالات عرض ومعروضات  1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 ٌكتيبات  ومطويات تحوي معلومات عن الموقع 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 موظفين ودودين ومتعاونين 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 رحلات شخصية ( بلا مرشد سياحي) مصحوبة بـ: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 كتيبات تحتوي على معلومات –                      
 خرائط للموقع 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 لوائح تحتوي على معلومات عن الموقع والمعروضات 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 سمعية بصرية -عروض 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 لوائح توجيهية  1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 تمثيل الصناعة الحرفية عملياً  1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 ممتاز                 لم      سيء                                                                                                  
 جداً   ُيشاهد    للغاية                   متوسط                                                                                    
 معلومات عن كيفية بناء هذا الموقع 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 معلومات تبين أهمية هذا الموقع  1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 معلومات عن الناس الذين عاشوا  أو عملوا هنا 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 معلومات عن الأحداث المهمة التي حدثت هنا 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 وهيكلهاحقائق وأرقام عن القلعة  1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 أساطير أو قصص من الُتراث مرتبطة بهذا الموقع 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 معلومات تعطي  نبذة عن الثقافة العمانية  1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 قصص عن أشخاص مشهورين و مرتبطين بهذا الموقع 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 معلومات عن كيفية العناية بهذا الموقع
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 عن الموقع والمناطق المحيطة  بهشعر ُكتب 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 معلومات عن العادات والتقاليد المحلية 
 معلومات عن القبائل المحلية 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 معلومات عن كيفية استخدام القلعة عبر التاريخ  1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 معلومات عن الفن المعماري للقلعة  1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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 الوحيد الُملفت الذي سُتخبر به الأهل أو الأصدقاء عن هذا الموقع؟هو الشيء  . ما7
__________________________________________________________________________
 _______________________________________________________________________
 هذه الزيارة؟تلبية جميع توقعاتك من خلال  . بشكل عام، هل تمت8
 نعم، لقد تمت تلبية جميع توقعاتي من خلال هذه الزيارة 
 كيف؟ _________________________________________________ نعم، الزيارة فاقت توقعاتي.  
__________________________________________________________________________
 ________________________________________________________________________
 كيف؟ ________________________________________________ لا، الزيارة لم ترِض توقعاتي. 
__________________________________________________________________________
 ________________________________________________________________________
 . من أي دولة أنت؟ _________________________________9
 لا  مناسب). هل زرت هذا الموقع  من قبل؟ (ضع دائرة على الاختيار ال01
 نعم: كم مرة؟ ................        
 . ما هو الوصف الأمثل لأعلى شهادة علمية لديك؟ (ضع دائرة على الاختيار المناسب) 11
 الشهادة الثانوية شهادة الدبلوم
الشهادة المتوسطة 
 (الإعدادية)
 لا يوجد مؤهل دراسي
 البكالوريوس الماجستير الدكتوراه  أخرى:..............
 
 . من رافقك في هذه الزيارة؟21
 آخرين: .......  وفد سياحي        الأصدقاء        العائلة (الأولاد)        الزوج/ة فقط         بمفردي        
 . كم عمرك؟31
 وأكثر 06        95-05        94-04        93-03        92-02        02تحت  
 ما هو جنسك؟ .41
 أنثى  ذكر         
شاكرا ًومقدرا ًلك تعاونك ومساعدتك لي في بحثي،،،
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Appendix C) Constructs Operationalisation 
 
Construct  Source Items Scaly 
type  
Considerations 
Motives (pre-visit) Packer (2004) Motivational 
factors and the experience 
of learning in educational 
leisure settings;  
 
 
Enjoyment 
  To be pleasantly occupied 
  To enjoy myself 
  To be entertained 
  To have fun 
  To feel happy and satisfied 
Learning and Discovery 
  To discover new thing 
  To expand my interests 
  To explore the unknown 
  To be better informed 
  To be mentally stimulated 
Personal development  
  To discover more about myself  
  To get a feeling of achievement 
  To feel more confident about my own abilities 
  To think about my personal values 
  To feel I am functioning at my peak 
Social contact 
  To build friendships with new people 
  To spend quality time with family or friends 
  To interact with others 
  To develop close friendships 
  To meet new people 
Restoration 
  To recover from the stress and tension of everyday life 
  To relax physically 
  To relax mentally 
  To get away from the responsibilities of everyday life 
  To find some peace and tranquillity 
7-point 
Likert scale 
 
 
Falk (2009) I came here to bring a friend or family member 
I came here because it helps me feel at peace  
I came here to learn or discover something new  
I came here to see a famous attraction 
I came here because I have a particular interest in Oman’s cultural 
heritage   
Nominal   Respondents were asked to 
choose only one option 
 Are there any other reasons for your visit to this site? If so, please 
explain.  
 
Open-
ended  
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On-site experience 
(pre-visit) 
Ballantyne et al. (2013), 
Chinese and international 
visitor perceptions of 
interpretation 
at Beijing built heritage 
sites; and Hughes et al., 
(2013) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Overall satisfaction items  
I hope the experience will make more interested in history. 
I hope the experience will change/ challenge my views. 
I hope to feel more strongly about protecting Oman’s heritage sites. 
I hope to learn new facts or information during my visit. 
I hope to understand more about history of the site. 
I hope to be fascinated with things that I will see, heard, or read. 
I hope to enjoy seeing beautiful objects. 
I hope to feel personal connection with some of the displays. 
I hope to reflect on the meaning of things that I will experience. 
I hope to find interesting information. 
I hope to feel a sense of wonder or awe. 
7-point 
Likert scale 
 
   
Is there anything else you hoped to experience during this visit? Open-
ended  
 
On-site experience 
(post-visit) 
The visit has made me more interested in history. 
Some of my views have changed as a result of my visit. 
I feel more strongly about protecting Oman’s heritage sites.  
I have learnt some new facts or information during the visit. 
I have a better understanding of history because of my visit. 
I was fascinated by the things I saw, heard, or read. 
I enjoyed seeing beautiful objects. 
I felt a personal connection with some aspects of the site. 
The visit made me reflect on the importance of conserving heritage site. 
I found the experience of interest. 
I felt a sense of wonder or awe. 
 
  
I feel I benefited from having come here today. 
The visit was as good as I had hoped. 
I would recommend visiting this site to family and friends. 
Overall, I was satisfied with my visit here today. 
7-point 
Likert scale 
 
 
Interpretation 
facilities and 
services 
(pre-visit and post-
visit) 
Guided tours 
Activities for children/families 
Displays & exhibits 
Information brochures  
Friendly/helpful staff 
Audio tours (with a headset) 
Self-guided brochures guide 
Self-guided mobile application tour 
Educational materials to take home 
Directional maps of the site 
Information signs   
Audio-visual presentations 
Directional signs 
Traditional craft demonstration  
7-point 
Likert scale 
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Historical re-enactments 
Information about how this place was built 
Explanations of why this site is important 
Information about people who lived / worked here 
Information on events that happened here 
Facts and figures about the buildings/structure 
Legends / traditional stories relating to this site 
Information that provides an insight into Omani culture 
Stories of famous people who are connected with the site 
Information about how the site is looked after 
Poetry about the site and surrounding area 
Information about local customs 
Information about local tribes 
Information how this fort used over time 
Information about the forts’  architecture 
7-point 
Likert 
scale.  
 
 
  Is there any other information you want to know? Please explain Open-
ended 
 
Suggestive 
comments on 
developing visitors’ 
experiences (Post-
visit) 
 Do you have any suggestions for improving the visitor experience at 
this site? 
What part of the visit did you enjoy the most? Why? 
What part of the visit did you enjoy the least? Why? 
Open-
ended  
 
 What is the one thing you would tell friends/family about this heritage 
site? 
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Appendix D) ANOVA results 
Appendix D.1)  Two-way ANOVA results of motivation factors by visitor cultural group and other 
demographic factors 
 
Factors  GENDER AGE EDUCATION 
Learning and 
Discovery 
Culture X column  F (1, 608)= 0.412.40, p = .521 F (2, 606)= 0.72, p = .485 F (2, 606)= 0.292, p = .747 
Culture  F (1, 608)= 4.22, p = .040  F (2, 606)= 3.3, p = .070 F (2, 606)= 4.15, p = .042 
The column F (1, 608)= 2.11.40, p =.146 F (2, 606)= 0.86, p = .422 F (2, 606)= 0.407, p = .666 
Enjoyment Culture X column  F (1, 608)=3.85, p = .050 Both group 
(F>M) 
F (2, 606)= 0.096, p = .909 F (2, 606)= 0.58, p = .557 
Culture  F (1, 608)= 109.40, p = 000 (eta2= 
.152) 
F (2, 606)= 57.23, p = .000, (eta2= 
.086) 
Culture, F (2, 606)= 45.1, p = .000, 
(eta2= .069) 
The column F (1, 608)= 10.01, p = 002 (eta2= .016) Age,  F (2, 606)= 5.67, p = .004 
(eta2= .018) 
F (2, 606)= 1.9, p = .142 
Restoration Culture X column  F (1, 608)= 3.036, p = .082  
Arab (F>M). Western (M>F) 
F (2, 606)= 2.5, p = .083 F (2, 606)= 1.47, p = .231 
Culture  Culture, F (1, 608) = 28.6, p = .000 
(eta2= .045). 
Culture, F (2, 606)= 17.76, p = 
.000, (eta2= .028) 
Culture,  F (2, 606)= 12.36, p = 
.000, (eta2= .020) 
The column F (1, 608)= 1.60, p = .206 F (2, 606)= 3.3, p = .037 F (2, 606)= 0.051, p = .950 
Social  Culture X column  F (1, 608)= .038, p = .537. For both F (2, 606)= 0.467, p = .627 F (2, 606)= 1.34, p = .263 
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(F>M) 
Culture  F (1, 608) = 12.04, p = .001 (eta2= 
.019). 
Culture,  F (2, 606)= 9.361, p 
=.002, (eta2= .015) 
F (2, 606)= 2.24, p = .134 
The column F (1, 608)=0.70, p = .402 F (2, 606)= 0.165, p = .848 F (2, 606)= .804, p = .448 
Self-Fulfilment Culture X column  F (1, 608) = 0.018, p = .894. Both for 
both (F>M) 
F (2, 606)= 0.27, p = .758 
 
F (2, 606)= 0.76, p = .466 
Culture  F (1, 608)= 147.804, p = .000 (eta2= 
.196) 
 
Culture, F (2, 606)= 84.65, p = 
.000, (eta2= .123) 
Culture,  F (2, 606)= 64.0, p = .000, 
(eta2= .096) 
The column Gender, F (1, 608)= 8.34, p = .004 
(eta2= .014), 
F (2, 606)= 3.03, p = .049 F (2, 606)= 2.45, p = .086 
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Appendix D.2)  Two-way ANOVA results of experiential factors by visitors’ cultural group and other 
demographic factors 
 Factors  Gender Age Education 
Conservation Culture X column  F (1, 608)= 3.08, p = .080 
Arab (M>F) Western (F>M) 
F (2, 606)= 3.02, p = .050 F (2, 606)= 0.65, p = .523 
Culture  F (1, 608) = 39.47, p = .000 (eta2= 
.061). 
F (2, 606)= 23.3, p = .000, (eta2= .037) F (2, 606)= 17.89, p = .. 000, 
(eta2= .029 
The column F (1, 608)= 0.015, p = .903 F (2, 606)= 6.48, p =.002, (eta2= .021) F (2, 606)= 2.2 p = .112 
Cognitive Culture X column  F (1, 608) = 7.12, p = .008. (eta2= .012) 
Arab (M>F), Western (F>M) 
F (2, 606)= 1.07, p = .343 F (2, 606)= 2.19, p = .113 
Culture  F (1, 608)= 0.268, p = .605 F (2, 606)= 0.059, p = .808 F (2, 606)= 3.7, p = .055 
The column F (1, 608)= 0.034, p = .854 F (2, 606)= 1.43, p = .240 F (2, 606)= 0.86, p = .424 
Affective  Culture X column  F (1, 608) = 3.08, p = .072  
Arab (almost similar) Western (F>M). 
F (2, 606)= 0.58, p = .562 F (2, 606)= 0.55, p = .947 
Culture  F (1, 608) = 46.8, p = .000 (eta2= .072) F (2, 606)= 27.42, p = .000, (eta2= .043) F (2, 606)= 21.8, p = .000, (eta2= 
.035) 
The column F (1, 608)= 4.0, p = .046 F (2, 606)= 2.89, p = .056 F (2, 606)= 1.5 p = .225 
I hope to gain an 
understanding of 
Culture X column  F (1, 608)= 4.04, p = .525  
Both (F>M) 
F (2, 606)= 2.84, p = .059  F (2, 606)= 0.433, p = .649 
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Omani pride in 
their/ my 
heritage site.  
Culture  F (1, 608)= 55.58, p = .000 (eta2= .084) F (2, 606)= 32.7, p = .000, (eta2= .051) F (2, 606)= 32.35, p = .000, (eta2= 
.051) 
The column F (1, 608)= 1.71, p = .191 F (2, 606)= 0.18, p = .833  F (2, 606)= 0.25, p = .780 
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Appendix D.3) Two-way ANOVA results of interpretation facilities by visitors’ cultural group and other 
demographic factors 
 Item GENDER AGE EDUCATION 
Guided tours Culture X column  F (1, 608)= 1.64, p = .201 F (2, 606)= 4.41, p = .012 F (2, 606)= 0.143, p = .867 
Culture  F (1, 608)= 19.47, p = .000 (eta2= 
.031). 
F (1, 606)= 17.67, p = .000 (eta2= 
.028) 
F (2, 606)= 10.12, p = .002 (eta2= 
.016) 
The column F (1, 608)= 0.02, p = .883 F (1, 608)= 1.72, p = .179 F (2, 606)= 1.30, p = .272 
Activities for 
children/families 
Culture X column  F (1, 608)= 2.10, p = .147 F (2, 606)= 0.31, p = .739 F (2, 606)= 1.22, p = .296 
Culture  F (1, 608)= 165.98, p = .000 (eta2= 
.214). 
F (1, 606)= 119.4, p = .000 (eta2= 
.156) 
F (2, 606)= 0.143, p = .000 (eat2= 
137) 
The column F (1, 608)= 0.17, p = .679 F (2, 606)= 3.55, p = .029 F (2, 606)= 0.56, p = .569 
Displays & 
exhibits 
Culture X column  F (1, 608)= 0.026, p = =.872 F (2, 606)= 1.73, p = .177 F (2, 606)= 0.318, p = .728 
Culture  F (1, 608)= 21.24, p = .000 (eta2= 
.034). 
F (1, 606)=37.34, p = .000 (eta2= 
.022) 
F (2, 606)= 9.45, p = .002  eta2= 
.015) 
The column F (1, 608)= .001, p = .979 F (2, 606)= 1.17, p = .308 F (2, 606)= 5.63, p = .004 eta2= 
.018) 
Information 
brochures  
Culture X column  F (1, 608)= 1.14, p = .285 F (2, 606)= 1.92, p = .147 F (2, 606)= 0.605, p = .546 
Culture  F (1, 608)= 18.34, p = .000 (eta2= 
.029). 
F (1, 606)= 12.13, p = .001 (eta2= 
.020) 
F (2, 606)= 14.81, p = .000  eta2= 
.024) 
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The column F (1, 608)= 0.035, p = .853 F (2, 606)= 0.143, p = .202 F (2, 606)= 1.12, p = .327 
Friendly/ helpful 
staff 
Culture X column  F (1, 608)= 18.34, p =. 017 (eta2= 
.009). 
F (2, 606)= 0.235, p = .971 F (2, 606)= 3.3, p = .037 
Culture  F (1, 608)= 0.032, p = .857 F (2, 606)= 0.642, p = .424 F (2, 606)= 0.341, p = .559 
The column F (1, 608)= 0.019, p = .890 F (2, 606)= 1.64, p = .193 F (2, 606)= 1.90, p = .149 
Self-guided 
tours:   - Audio  
Culture X column  F (1, 608)= 1.52, p = .218 F (2, 606)= 0.5, p = .609 F (2, 606)= 1.2, p = .23 
Culture  F (1, 608)= 0.053, p = .817 F (2, 606)= 1.49, p = .222 F (2, 606)= 0.007, p = .933 
The column F (1, 608)= 0.022, p = .881 F (1, 606)= 5.8, p = .003 (eta2= 
.019) 
F (2, 606)= 1.49, p = .229 
- Brochures  Culture X column  F (1, 608)= 0.66, p = .415 F (2, 606)= 3.81, p = .362 F (2, 606)= 0.003, p = .997 
Culture  F (1, 608)= 1.57, p = .211 F (2, 606)= 1.0, p = .316 F (2, 606)= 1.62, p = .203 
The column NS F (1, 608)= 0.42, p = .515 F (2, 606)= 0.38, p = .681 F (2, 606)= 0.231, p = .794 
- Mobile/ cell 
phone 
application 
Culture X column  F (1, 608)= 0.001, p = .976 F (2, 606)= 3.81, p = .023 F (2, 606)= 1.87, p = .154 
Culture  F (1, 608)= 89.69, p 0 .000 (eta2= 
.129). 
F (2, 606)= 0.143, p = .000 (eta2= 
.088) 
F (2, 606)= 57.44, p = .000  (eta2= 
.087) 
The column F (1, 608)= 0.049, p = .824 F (2, 606)= 2.37, p = .095 F (2, 606)= 2.47, p = .085 
Educational 
materials to take 
home 
Culture X column  F (1, 608)= 0.002, p = .967 F (2, 606)= 0.71, p = .493 F (2, 606)= 1.46, p = .232 
Culture  F (1, 608)= 76.06, p = .000 (eta2= 
.111). 
F (2, 606)= 51.33, p = .000, (eta2= 
.078). 
F (2, 606)= 51.14, p = .000  (eta2= 
.078) 
The column F (1, 608)= 0.189, p = .664 F (2, 606)= 1.70, p = .183 F (2, 606)= 0.73, p = .482 
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Directional maps 
of the site 
Culture X column  F (1, 608)= 1.99, p = .158 F (2, 606)= 0.61, p = .543 F (2, 606)= 0.41, p = .406 
Culture  F (1, 608)= 0.10, p = .748 F (2, 606)= 0.054, p = .817 F (2, 606)= 0.227, p = .643 
The column F (1, 608)= 3.89, p = .049 F (2, 606)= 0.216, p = .805 F (2, 606)= 0.5, p = .608 
Information signs 
about the site 
and objects  
Culture X column  F (1, 608)= 0.27, p = .6 F (2, 606)= 0.19, p = .825 F (2, 606)= 1.26, p = .284 
Culture  F (1, 608)= 4.0, p = .046 F (2, 606)= 4.43, p = .036 F (2, 606)= 0.823, p = .365 
The column F (1, 608)= 1.20, p = .273 F (2, 606)= 1.77, p = .170 F (2, 606)= 0.063, p = .939 
Audio-visual 
presentations 
Culture X column  F (1, 608)= 0.007, p = .935 F (2, 606)= 1.53, p = .216 F (2, 606)= 0.71, p = .493 
Culture  F (1, 608)= 48.50, p = .000 (eta2= 
.074). 
F (2, 606)= 44.70, p = .000, (eta2= 
.069). 
F (2, 606)= 0.61, p = .000 (eat2= 
047) 
The column F (1, 608)= 1.08, p = .3 F (2, 606)= 3.18, p = .042 F (2, 606)= 1.68, p = .187 
Directional signs Culture X column  F (1, 608)= 0.044, p = .833 F (2, 606)= 0.14, p = .87 F (2, 606)= 1.62, p = .199 
Culture  F (1, 608)= 7.21, p = .007 (eta2= .012). F (2, 606)= 4.71, p = .030 F (2, 606)= 7.01, p = .008 (eat2= 
011) 
The column F (1, 608)= 0.001, p = .971 F (2, 606)= 0.354, p = .702 F (2, 606)= 0.433, p = .649 
Traditional craft 
demonstration  
Culture X column  F (1, 608)= 0.284, p = .594 F (2, 606)= 2.42, p = .089 F (2, 606)= 0.00, p = .01 
Culture  F (1, 608)= 61.85, p = .000 (eta2= 
.092). 
F (2, 606)= 35.83, p = .000 (eta2= 
.056). 
F (2, 606)= 37.47, p = .000 (eat2= 
058) 
The column F (1, 608)= 1.66, p = .198 F (2, 606)= 0.234, p = .792 F (2, 606)= 0.14, p = .868 
Historical re- Culture X column  F (1, 608)= 1.59, p = .208 F (2, 606)= 1.13, p = .324 F (2, 606)= 0.15, p = .857 
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enactments Culture  F (1, 608)= 95.2, p = .000 (eta2= .135). F (2, 606)= 87.41, p = .000 (eta2= 
.126). 
F (2, 606)= 54.29, p = .000 (eat2= 
082) 
The column F (1, 608)= 0.23, p = .586 F (2, 606)= 1.39, p = .250 F (2, 606)= 0.31, p = .727 
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Appendix D.4) Two-way ANOVA results of interpretation facilities by visitors’ cultural group and other 
demographic factors 
 Item GENDER AGE  EDUCATION 
Information 
about how this 
place was built 
Culture X column  F (1, 608)= 6.21, p = .013 F (2, 606)= 0.75, p = .472 F (2, 606)= 2.34, p = .097 
Culture  F (1, 608)= 0.46, p = .494 F (2, 606)= 1.40, p = .237 F (2, 606)= 3.0, p = .084 
The column F (1, 608)= 3.09, p = .079 F (2, 606)= 0.75, p = .016 (eta = 
014) 
Western (18-30 < 30-49 < 50 and 
above) 
Arab (18-30 < 30-49 >50 and 
above) 
F (2, 606)= 0.95, p = .387 
Explanations of 
why this site is 
important 
Culture X column  F (1, 608)= 1.42, p = .233 F (2, 606)= 0.37, p = .689 F (2, 606)= 3.5, p = .031 
Culture  F (1, 608)= 1.30, p = .253 F (2, 606)= 5.43, p = .020 F (1, 606)= 7.196, p = .008, (eta2 = 
.012) 
The column F (1, 608)= .99, p = .320 F (2, 606)= 7.532, p = .001, (eta2 = 
.024) 
 For both (18-30 < 30-49 < 50 and 
above) 
F (2, 606)= 2.28, p = .103 
Information 
about people 
who lived / 
Culture X column  F (1, 608)= 10.576, p = .001 (eta2 = 
.017) 
For both group: F > M 
F (2, 606)= 1.15, p = .316.  F (2, 606)= 1.80, p = .166 
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worked here Culture  F (1, 608)= 4.65, p = .31 F (1, 606)= 11.107, p = .001, (eta2 
= .018). 
F (1, 606)= 9.04, p = .003, (eta2 = 
.015) 
The column F (1, 608)= .001, p = .982 F (2, 606)= 12.457, p = .000, (eta2 
= .039) 
 For both (18-30 < 30-49 < 50 and 
above) 
F (2, 606)= 0.69, p = .501 
Information on 
events that 
happened here 
Culture X column  F (1, 608)= 0.46, p = .0104, (eta2 = 
.011) 
F (2, 606)= 0.50, p = .608.  F (2, 606)= 0.51, p = .603 
Culture  F (1, 608) = 10.916, p = .001,  (eta2 = 
.018) 
F (1, 606) = 13.805, p = .000. (eta2 
= .022) 
F (1, 606)= 9.651, p = .002, (eta2 = 
.016) 
The column F (1, 608) = .268, p = .605 F (2, 606)= 5.245, p =.006, (eta2 = 
.017) 
 Western (18-30 < 30-49 < 50 and 
above) 
Arab (18-30 < 30-49 > 50 and 
above) 
F (2, 606)= 0.11, p = .895 
Facts and figures 
about the 
buildings/structu
re 
Culture X column  F (1, 608) = 5.89, p = .015 (eta2= .010) 
M > F (for both) 
F (2, 606)= 0.62, p = .534 F (2, 606)= .33, p = .717 
Culture  F (1, 608) = 9.910, p = .002, (eta2 = 
.016). 
F (1, 606) = 13.805, p = .003, (eta2 
= .015) 
F (1, 606)=  9.98, p = .002, (eta2 = 
.016) 
The column F (1, 608)= 11.33, p = .001, (eta2 = 
.018) 
F (2, 606)= 3.98, p = .019  (eta2 = 
.013) 
F (2, 606)= 1.7, p = .184 
Legends / 
traditional 
stories relating 
Culture X column  F (1, 608) = .531, p = .467 F (2, 606)= 0.510, p = .601 F (2, 606)= 0.96, p = .382 
Culture  F (1, 608) = 3.06, p = .080 F (2, 606)= 1.35, p = .245 F (2, 606)= 2.07, p = .151 
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to this site The column F (1, 608)= 11.33, p = .012, (eta2 = 
.010) 
F (2, 606)= 1.14, p = .320 F (2, 606)= .33, p = .714 
Information that 
provides an 
insight into 
Omani culture 
Culture X column  F (1, 608) = 2.27, p = .132 F (2, 606)= 0.195, p = .823 F (2, 606)= 1.75, p = .174 
Culture  F (1, 608) = .619, p = .432 F (2, 606)= 0.16, p = .685 F (2, 606)= 0.93, p = .334 
The column F (1, 608) = .254, p = .614 F (2, 606), p = .004, (eta2 = .018) 
(18-30 < 30-49 < 50 and above) 
F (2, 606)= 1.73, p = .178 
Stories of famous 
people who are 
connected with 
the site 
Culture X column  F (1, 608) = .460, p = .498 F (2, 606)= 2.78, p = .062  F (2, 606)= 1.13, p = .323 
Culture  F (1, 608)= 35.72, p = .000, (eta2 = 
.056) 
F (1, 606) = 36.595, p = .000. (eta2 
= .057) 
F (1, 606)=  36.918, p = .000, (eta2 
= .057) 
The column F (1, 608) = 0.22, p = .639 F (2, 606) = 7.655, p = .001, (eta2 = 
.025) 
(18-30 < 30-49 < 50 and above) 
F (2, 606)= 2.96, p = .052 
Information 
about how the 
site is looked 
after 
Culture X column  F (1, 608)= 11.973, p = .000 (eta= 
.019)  
Arab (M>F) Western (F>M) 
F (2, 606) = 0.21, p = .806 F (2, 606)= 0.26, p = .767 
Culture  F (1, 608) = 75.96, p = .000, (eta2 = 
.111) 
F (1, 606) = 80.280, p = .000. (eta2 
= .117) 
F (1, 606)=  47.119, p = .000, (eta2 
= .072) 
The column F (1, 608) = .669, p = .414 F (2, 606) = 8.214, p = .000, (eta2 = 
.026) 
 Both (18-30 < 30-49 < 50 and 
above) 
F (2, 606)= 0.17, p = .842 
Poetry about the 
site and 
Culture X column  F (1, 608) = 8.6, p = .003. (eta= .014) 
Arab (M>F) Western (F>M) 
F (2, 606) = 0.506, p = .603 
 
F (2, 606)= 0.15, p = .857 
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surrounding area  Culture  F (1, 608) = 42.85. p = .000, (eta2 = 
.066) 
F (1, 606) = 50.473, p = .000, (eta2 
= .077) 
F (1, 606)=  31.837, p = .000, (eta2 
= .050) 
The column F (1, 608) = 0.89, p = .344 F (2, 606) = 6.621, p = .001, (eta2 = 
.021) Arab (18-30 < 30-49 < 50 and 
above) 
F (2, 606)= .41, p = .658 
Information 
about local 
customs 
Culture X column  F (1, 608) = 6.5, p = .011 (eta2 = .011) F (2, 606) = 0.849, p = .428 F (2, 606)= 0.11, p = .891 
Culture  F (1, 608) = 2.95, p = .086 F (2, 606) = 5.24, p = .022 F (2, 606)= 1.67, p = .194 
The column F (1, 608) = 2.05, p = .152 F (2, 606) = 1.65, p = .191 F (2, 606)= 0.41, p = .662 
Information 
about local tribes 
Culture X column  F (1, 608)= 7.037, p = .008. (eta2= 
.011).  Arab (M>F) Western (F>M) 
F (2, 606) = 2.01, p = .134 F (2, 606)= 0.60, p = .551 
Culture  F (1, 608) = 0.16, p = .685 F (2, 606) = 1.92, p = .165 F (2, 606)= 0.032, p = .86 
The column F (1, 608) = 0.071, p = .789 F (2, 606) = 5.185, p = .006, (eta2 = 
.017). Both (18-30 < 30-49 < 50 
and above) 
F (2, 606)= 0.07, p = .931 
Information 
about how this 
fort has been 
used through 
time 
Culture X column  F (1, 608) = 3.77, p = .053.  
Clear gap Arab M>F 
F (2, 606) = 2.19, p = .113 F (2, 606)= 1.48, p = .228 
Culture  F (1, 608) = 2.0, p = .157 F (1, 606) = 7.888, p = .005, (eta2 = 
.013) 
F (2, 606)= 2.72, p = .10 
The column F (1, 608) = 4.49, p = .034 F (2, 606) = 4.18, p = .016 F (2, 606)= 0.75, p = .471 
Information 
about the fort’s 
architecture 
Culture X column  F (1, 608) = 0.769, p = .381.  
M>F both culture  
F (2, 606) = 1.68, p = .187 F (2, 606)= 1.03, p = .356 
Culture  F (1, 608)= 27.696, p = .000, (eta2 = F (1, 606) = 27.628, p = .000. (eta2 F (1, 606)=  22.462, p = .000, (eta2 
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.044) = .044) = .036) 
The column F (1, 608) = 0.77, p = .381 F (2, 608) = 7.147, p <= .001, (eta2 
= .023) 
F (2, 606)= 0.341, p = .711 
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Appendix E) Visitors’ Brochure at Nizwa Fort 
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